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ANSWER 
51,0 0 Whes” : 
Papiſts Proxeſting 


Proteſtant Popery. 


INCE the Proteſter thinks my Anſwer to his Re- 
flections ſo great a Complement, I am reſolved to 
oblige him. 2 little farther, and to complement him 
very heartily, and [ ſee no; reaſon, but Complemen- 
ting. may be as good a word for Diſputing as Repreſen- 
ting 15, | BE WIE 
| The Reply conſiſted of two parts, 1. Concerning the Miſ- 
repreſentation of a Papiſt. 2. Concerning che Rule of true 
Repreſenting, and I- ſhall, conſider, what the Proteſting Pa- 
piſt ſays to each of- them. + __ | | 
As for the Firſt, ' a Miſrepreſenter isſo foul a Character, 
that no Man can -wonder , if we think our ſelves con- 
cern'd to wipe off ſuch an imputation : and therefore I ex-. 
prefly denied the charge, . and made it appear from compa- 
ring his own Characters of a Papiſt Miſrepreſenred, and Re- 
preſented ' together, that we had not charged them falſly in 
any matter of Fact, and therefore . are no--Miſtepreſenters : 
tor if wecharge them with NY and doing nothing, yt 
OE, NS what 


2) 


| what they themſelves confeſs to be their Faith and PraRice, 
wherein is the Miſrepreſentation ? Thus I particularly ſhow- 
ed, that all matters of Fact COrpin ſome points, where- 


in they diſown the Doctrine of their own. Church) in the 
CharaRer of the Papiſt Miſtepreſented, are confeſſed and 
defended in the Character of the Papiſt Repreſented; and 
the Proteſter himſelf acknowledges, that 7 have learnealy ( as 
he is pleaſed to' ſpeak ) arftinguiſhed' between matters of Diſpute, 
and f Repreſentation; and if fo, then he ought to own, that 
we do not Miſrepreſent them: and this is all I undertook to 
prove in the firſt part of my Reply, and for that reaſon gave 
it the Title of, 4 Papift not Miſrepreſented by Proteſtants, wholly 
with relation to his Character 'of a Papiſt Miſtepreſented, 
which I had proved to contain nothing in it, which in a 
ſtrict and proper ſenſe can be called a Miſrepreſentation. We 
truly relate what the- Faith and Practice of the Church of 
Reme. is,and this is true Repreſenting; and though we ſaptheir 
Fayth is erroneous, and their Practices Sg or ſuperſtiti- 
ous; Contrary -to' the. Laws of God, and t CE of -the 
Primitive Church; yet whether this be true or falſe, it isno 
matter of Repreſentation but Diſpute ; though we believe 
thus of their Faith and Practice, we do not charge them with 
believing ſo, and therefore do not Miſreprefent a Papiſt. 
Whether they or we be in the right is matter ' of Diſpure, 
and not to be determined by Character-making , but by an 
appeal -to the Laws of God, and the diftates of right Rea- 
fon, and the Authentick Records of the ancient Church. 
While we agree about matter of Fact there can be no Mil- 
repreſenting on either fide, for there 1s a great deal of dif- 
ference between a Miſtepreſentarton, and a falſe Judgment of 
things; and thus I hoped, the talk of Miſrepreſenting would 

havedeen at an end. F | 
But our Author; though he confeſſes FE am in the right, 
will have us to be Miſreprefenters {till; He . ſays, 7 declare 
plainly, that Popery is really that Antichriftiau Religion, which Pro- 
teftants fay it zs, that it teaches and' prattiſes all thiſe fopperies, ſu- 
perſtitions and non-ſeuſe, which have at any time been charged againſt 
i by Proteſtants, But I never ſaid any ſuch thing yer, but only 
iatd and proved, that all matters of Fa& complained of MA 
the 
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the CharaQer. of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented , are owned by 
himſelf in the Character of a Papiſt Repreſented 3 and this, I 
thought, was proof enough, that we were no Miſrepreſenters; 
But the Title of my Reply offends him, 4A Papiſt not Afiſrepre- 
fented by Proteſtants, which he lays, i a condemnation of the Re- 
tigion to all theſe horrid ſhapes and monſtrous forms, it has been at 
any time expoſed in by Members of the Reformation; by no means! 
Ifthere have been other Miſrepreſentations of them,which our 
Author has not yet given us an account of, I'can ſay nothing 
- to them, till I (ee what they are 3 but my Title related only 
to my Book; and that related only to the Character of a Pa- 
piſt Miſrepreſented, which our Author had given us, and [ 
undertook for that then, and will defend it ſtill, that there is 
no Miſrepreſentation in it. 

Of the ſame nature is what he adds, That 7 tell my Reader 
in the name of all my Brethren, we charge them ( the Papiſts) with 
nothing , but what they expreſly profeſs to believe, and what they 
praftiſe ; and thus ſays the Proteſter, i» this ene aſſertion vouches 
for the truth of all that infamy, and prophaneneſs, which is laid at 
. their doors: and thus, for ought I fee, I am drawn in for a 
great deal more than I intended ; I ſpoke with reference to 
his Characters, and now I muſt diſcharge the ſcores of all 
[Proteſtants ſince the beginning of the Reformation ; bur 
when a Man's in, he muſt get out as well as he can: but would 
not one wonder, that there ſhould not be one word of his 
own Characters all this while 2 that inſtead of defending 
his own Miſtepreſentations, which he has ſo unjuſtly father'd 
upon us, he ſhould be hunting about to pick up Gene new 
Miſrepreſentations for me to anſwer? There muſt be a rea- 
ſon for this, and I believe, I can gueſs what it is. 

But however he takes this occaſion to ranſack the Wri- 
tings of Proteſtants, and to ſee what fine things they have 
faid of Papiſts, and to colle&t a new Character of a Papiſt 

Miſrepreſented out of them. For ſince all that proceeds from a Po- 
piſh hand of this nature is ſuſpeted and challenged, and the double 
Charatter of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented and Repreſented ( about which, 
as the Replier ſays, there 1s ſo muck pether and noiſe ) xs queſtioned 
\ as to its method, its ſincerity, and exattneſs, we'll now follow our 
Anthor's call, ana learn what Popery is, from the Pens of. Prote- 
2 ftants, 
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ants, and eſpecially from ſorne of thaſe, who dre fwppoſea to know 
6 Popery is, And thuis'our Author:makes as many turnings 
and doublings as ever-any. poor Hare -did, which was almoſt 
run-down. Becauſe I have proved, that his Character of a 
Papiſt Miſtepreſented, contains no Miſreprefentation in it, 
propertly ſfocalled, therefore forſooth we will.not take Cha- 
raters from-a Papiſt, becauſe we 'confute them, as ſoon as 
they make them, which: not. very: civilz and therefore 
| hoping that wewill be more civil-to Proteſtant Characters, 
he--turns offthe. Diſpute to them; never did any Man take 
more pains to defend Popery, than he does to-prove-a:Pa- 
piſt to be Miſrepreſented ; it ſeems there is ſomething in the 
World called Popery, which he-is, very: much aſhamed of, 
and it is well if it does not prove t6.be his:own beloved 
Popery-at'laſt. - [26 Hes : 
I had told him as plainly .as I could in Anfwer to his Cha- 
rater of a Papiſt Miſteprefented, what I called Popery, and 


what I take to be the general ſenſe of Proxeftants about it, 


and ſhewed him evidently, that what he calls a- Mxreprefen- 
tation is none 3, nay in moſticaſes I have allow'd his own Cha- 
racer of a Papiſt Repreſented, and ſurely there is no Miſre- 
preſentation in that,unleſs he has miſrepreſented a Papiſt him- 
telf; and why is he not fatisfied withthis? why ſo:much Zeal 
to prove-us Miſrepreſenters, when we are willing :to-fall with 


the Market, and toabate as much ;in' the Notior and Idea of 


.-Popery, as they are pleaſed: to:Jower it? Why muſt we be 

bound to juſtifie that Repreſentation of Popery, which ſome 
Proteſtants have formerly made of it, when Popery was quite 
another thing, than the-Biſhop of Condom, and the Repreſenter 
have now made it, any more than- they are bound to juſtifie 
every thing, which Thomas Aquinas, or Bellarmin, or Vaſquez 
have taught for Popery ? 


But let us conſider that Character, he has made of a. 


Papiſt out of the Writings of Proteſtants, only I muſt 
put him in mind, that he muſt ſtill diſtinguiſh berween 


matters of Repreſentation and Diſpute. If the matter of 


Fact they charge them. with be- true , they are no Milre- 
preſenters 3 as for their: Reaſons and Arguments , I will 
20 more undertake to defend all the reaſonings of Pro- 


teſtants.,. 


('s) 
eſtants, than I ſuppoſe, our Proteſter will all the reaſon: 
ggs of Papiſts. Ani 17 

The firſt Miſrepreſenter, he brings upon the Stage, is 

» Lord Archbiſhop. of 'T»rk in his Manual or chree ſmall 
nd plain Treatiſes, written for the uſe of a Lady, to- pre- 
frye her from the danger of Popery. And all that I ſhall 
ky to this, is, that if what the tranſcribes out of his Book, 'be 
iMiſcepreſentation, 1t 1s not a Proteſtant, but_8: Popiſh, 
Viſrepreſentation. For the Archbiſhop cites bis Authors 
br what he ſays,. as the very- Title of the Chapter tells us, 
rhich T ſhall here preſent to.the Reader, with all the Re- 
fences and Authorities as they are Printed in his Book, and 
eve the Proteſter-to conſider of a-good Reaſon, why he 
tall theſe Authorities out. — | 
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CHAP: VI. 


luſons of refuſal to leave the Romiſh Religion, 
colleied out of Printed Authors, 


: E cannot leave my Religion. 
I. Reaſon. 


; . 


NEcaule we muſt ſimply believe the Church of Rare, 
whether it teach true -or falſe.” Stap!. Antidot in Evang.. 
bk, IO. 16, pag, 528. | 

And if che Pope believe there is =o. life.ro: come, we muſt 
tleve it as.an Article of our Faith. Buyſpradus. 

And we muft not hear Proteftant Preachers, though they 
each the T-ath. hem, #pon Tit. 3. 10, And for your Scri- 
J itre, we lictle weigh it. For the Word of Gad, if it be 
vt expounded as the Church of Rowe will have it, 1s the: 
Ward.of the: Devil.. Hoſius de expreſſo verbo Dei. 


IL. Reaſor:. 


(6) 
IL. | Reaſon. 


You rely too much upon the Goſpel, and S. Pay! Epiſtly 
in your Religion 3 whereas, the Goſpel is but a Fable fn 
Chriſt, as Pope Leo the tenth tells us. pol. of H. Stephn fv 
fol. 358. Smeton, contra Hamilton pag I04. | 

And the Pope can 4/perſe againſt the New Teſtament, p, 
normit, extra de divortits. E 

And he may check, whea he pleaſes, the Epiſtles of S, 2aw, 
Carolus Rninus Concil, 109. num. 1. Volum, 5, 

And controul any thing avouched by all the Apoſtly, 
Rota in deciſ. 1. num, 3. in noviſſ. Amon, Maria in addi, of 
deciſe Rote nov. de Big. n, 10. And rhere 1s an eternal Goſpel 
to wit, that of the Holy Ghoſt, which puts down Chrifts, G 
rellus a Carmelite {et it forth. 


II I. Reaſon. 


You attribute all your Salvation to Faith in Chriſt alone 
Whereas, He is the Saviour of Me» only, but of no wn 
Dial, of Dives and Pauper, compl. 6. cited by Rogers »pmik 
Artic, and Poſtellus in Feſuits Catech. I. 1, cap, 10. 


es, $- Clare. | Som. T. Morn. it | 
| Eccleſ. cap. 9. 
For Women are 
ſaved by Poſtellus in feſu- | 
its Catech. Lib. 8, 
Mother Jane. cap. 10. 


| 


Nay to ſpeak properly, S. Francs hath redeemed as mt 

ny, as are faved fince his days. Conformit. of $, Fran. 
And the blood of S. Thomas a Becket, Hor. Beat, Virg. 
And ſometimes one man, by his ſatisfactions, redeemsar- 

other, Teſt. Rhem, in Rom, 8. 17. 
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I V. Reaſos. 


In your Church there is but one way to remiſſion of ſins; 
which you call Faith in Chr iſt 5 but We. have many. For 
we put away | 


Yenials,with a lictle Holy Water,Tef#. Rhem. in Roms, 1 T, 
{ 1, Merits of the B. Virg, Hor, B. Virg. 
| 2. The Blood of Becker, 1b. 
S —_— Dei, er Holy Lambs, Cerem, 
3 4 5+ 

\ Aortals, by ; 4. Little parcels ofthe Goſpel, Breviar. 
' 5. Becoming Franciſcans,corf.l, 1,fel.101. 
' 6. A Biſhops pardon for 40 days, 4 
Cardinals for an 100. days, and 
the Popes for ever. 

Taxa Camer, apud, Eſpgn 1 ad Tim. 


V. Reaſon. 


Our 


mak 


"You ſtand too preciſely upon your Sacraments,and require a 
me Faith, in the partakers. Whereas with us, to become 
1 Monk, or a Nun, is as good as the Sacrament. of Bapri{m. 
Aqnin, de Ingreſ. Relig. l. 2.6. 21. ED 

And'the verv true, and real Body of Chriſt may be de- 
woured of Dogs,” Hogs, Cats and Rats, Alex, Hales, part. 
4 4. 45. Thom. parte 3. 4+ 8. art, 3. 


VI. Reaſon. 


Then for your Miniſters, every one 1s allowed to have 
$ wife ; or elſe inforced to live chaftly : whereas with 
ts, the Pope himſelf cannot diſpenſe with a Prieſt to marry, 
"w more than he can priviledge him to take a Purſe, Tur- 
roms found fault withal by Caſſan. conſult. art. 23. | 

Bur Whoredom isallowed all the year long. See Sparks's 
Diſcovery, pag, x3. and conſtitut. Othen... de concubit. Cleric, re- 


wovend. 
And 


(/8.) 


| And another ſin for ane, 7uly, Augyt, which you mu 
not know of : Allowed for this time by Sixtus Quartus to al 
the Family of the Cardinal of* $.- Lucie, Veſſel.  Grovingenſ. traff, 
de indulgent, - citat.. 4 Jacobs , Lagrent. Teſuit, lib, pap, 196, Vide 
to. Wolfs lefion, memorab. centen, 150pag., 836. 1 
* For indeed the wickedveſs of the Church-men, is a primg 
Argument of the worthineſs of the Rowan Church. Bella, 
l._ 4. de Rom, Pont. cap.-14. nrtic 28, 1.00 

' And the Pope can make that righteous, which is anrighte- 
e4r, 1, 1, Decretal, Greg, tit. 7.c. 5 go 

| And yet canno Man ſay unto him, Sir, why do you (6? 
Ii extrav. tom. 22. titul, 5.c. ad Apoſtolatue. 


HOG IAN gh V IL a#d laſt Reaſon, 
' You in the-Church of EZng/and have caſt off the Biſhopof 
Rome, whereas the Biſhop of Reme is a God. Dift, 96, « 
ſatis evidenter, & Panorm.cap. Qnanto Abbas. 

"The Uſe and Application of this Do&rine you may find 
in the next Chapter, anda particular proof that ſome Dv 


&rines of the Roman Church: defroy juſtice towards Men in | 
all relations 5, as the Popes power of diſpenſing with the duties i 


all relatiens: their Doftrines of probabilities, of wental nfer- 
vations, that the intention regulates the aftion, that no Faith uy 
to be kept with Hereticks 5, that the Pope may depoſe. Princes, an 
diſpoſe of their Kingdoms, pardon, nay canonize King-killers, and ub 
ſolve Subjefts from their: Allegiance, GC...  , - 4 

. I know. our Author ol all this Miſrepreſentation',- bw 
that' is not our Diſpute now; but whoſe Miſrepreſentation 
it is. It is plain, this.is not Proteſtant but Popiſh Popery ;, for 
not Proteſtants, but Papiſts; wepe the Original Authors: 
And 1 doubt not, were it worth the while, it might eaſily 
be proved,.that the groſleſt Miſtreprefencations., -. which this 
Author charges on Proteſtants, are only tranſcribed out of Po 
piſh' Authors ; and this he ſeems to own; whenhe is ſo angry 
with us for proving-theſe Miſrepreſentations, as he calls them, 
by appealing to their own. private, but approved, Doctors,who 
have in plain terms aſſerted thoſe tings, Which poor Pro- 


teſtants muſt not repeat after them, without incurring the 


| Now 


Cenſure of Miſtepreſenters. 
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' Now: though we grant, that every DoQritie, which we 
fnd in Popiſh Authors, ought notto be accounted an Article 
of the Romiſh Faith, yet if ſuch Books be publiſhed by the 
authority of Superiors, and when they are publiſhed and 
known in the World, eſcape the Inquiſition and the Index 
| expmrgatorius, the Dodtrines contained in them ought at leaſt 
to be looked on, as licenſed and tolerated DoEtrines; and 
therefore conſiſtent with the Romiſh Faith, not' a Miſre- 
preſentation of it. For will a Church ſo tri&t and ſevere 
ig its Diſcipline, and ſo jealous of Herefies, which cenſures 
all the Ancient Fathers, and expunges out of their Writ- 
ings every paſſage, which in the leaſt favours of Here- 
fe; which will not entruſt the People to fe the Bible 
for fear of their learning Hereſie from it ; I ſay will ſuch a 
Church ſuffer their own Doctors to 'publiſh ſuch Opinions 
to the World, as Miſrepreſent her own Faith and Wor- 
ſhip, without condemning, or pafling the leaſt cenſure on 

m 2? | 

And therefore though we cannot prove from © theſe pri- 
L mate Doctors, what the Faith of the Church of Ree is, 
T nd what all are bound to-believe, who are of that Com- 
munion, yet by their Authority we may confute the charge 
| of Miſrepreſentation, For no Proteſtant can be juſtly ac- 
uſed of  Miſrepreſenting the Doctrines of the Chanch of 
Rme, who charges them with no-Doftrines, - but what are 
dlowed to be taught in that Church, as all thoſe Dodrines 
ve, which are allowed by publick Authority to be Printed 
and Read in the Communion of that Church, eſpecially, as 
lobſerved before, where the Prefs is kept under ſuch ſtrict 
Diſcipline, as it is in the Church of Rome. | 

We muſt not indeed charge all Papiſts with believing 
\uch Do&trines, becauſe all are .not bound to believe them, 
&they.are to believe the Decrees and Definitions of their 
Councils 5 but we may ſay, that.they are not contrary to 
the Faich of che Church, becauſe all Papiſts are. allowed to 
believe them, who will ; for T preſume all Men are allow- 
©d.to believe that, which any Man among them is allow- 
( to teach. | SS 
However I hope, it may be ſome excuſe to the Arch- 
tuhop, that he Miſtepreſents you at !econd hand, ( ſince 


Our 


They give the Office of Chriſt's = They give-the- Office, 8&C. teaching 
mediation tothe \ irgin A755, to 


( to.) 


our Author will have it to. be: a-Miſrepreſentation ) at 
ſays.no more than ſome Papiſts themſelves ſay, and. te- 


ſolves all into the Credit and Authority of his Authors; 
and I cannot think it a greater fault in a Proteſtant to give 
an account of ſuch pernicious. Do&rines and Opinions, as 
are owned by ſome of their own Writers, than it is in the 
Church of Rowe to ſuffer them to be publiſhed by Autho- 


rity, and to paſs without any Cenſure, if they diſlike the | 


Doctrine; 
As for what he tranſcribes out of Do&or Beard and 


Mr. Satcliff, I preſume, he intended we ſhould take it all 
upon his Authority 3 for he has not dire&ted us, where to find | 
any of thoſe paſſages he has cited, and-it is a little too much. !? 


ro read two great Books in Quarto to pick them out With: 


out looking on the Books we might eaſily perceive, that | 
thoſe ſayings he has tranſcribed out of them, do not con- | 
cern Repreſenting but Diſputing, and I never undertook to 
jaſtite every faying in Proteſtant Writers againſt Popery ;: ? 


but yet ſome things ſounded ſo harth, that I vehemently 
{a{peRed foul play, and therefore had the cutioſity to exx- 


mine, and foundt to be, as I ſuſpezted. Some pafſlages for 
which they- produce their Authorities, and that-very good | 
Authorities as the World went then, are cited by the Pro- | 
teſter, without any Authorities, as. he dealt before with the * 
Archbiſhop 3-or what they prove by variety of reafons, is na- ? 
kedly Reprelented without any reaſon; to back it; or their | 
words are curtailed; or tranſplaced, which alters their ſenſe | 
and f{ignification. I ſhall give ſome few- inſtances of this out 
of Mr. S#tcliff, to let the World judge, vho are.the Mil | 


repreſenters.. 


E..- 
-. 


Dutations ont of Mr, Sutcliff in the 
Papiſts Proteſting, &c. 


M-. Sutcliff's Survey of- Popery: 


P; 12, PF 27 ſpeak what Pinay they ſay, they are obſcure 


. they canin diſgrace 


and hard to. be underſtood, 
ot the Holy Scriptures. 


they [teak what they.can in diſpritce of 
the Holy Scriptures, P, 6. | 


that by their Merits Chriſtians 08- 


(all. 


( 41 ) 


Angels and; to Saints, they make 
pope Saints- our Redeemers. 

- They overthrow Grace and aſ- 
not-to Gods mercy thrgugh Chriſt, 
to the merit of Ms' Paſhon,, 
15 properly: to, our own Works 
2nd Merits. , | 
"They cut out the Second Com- 
mandment ' becauſe .it cannot'ſtand 
with the Popiſh worſhip of Images. 
. They. pray. before Stocks and 
Stones,” nay they put their truſt in 
thein. - - ES Et gin! 


' Papiſts'think they, do God good 
ſervice, when they murder true 
Ws; So: 

"By the Dodtrine of Papiſts -the 
Devils of Hell may be faved. 


Lo 
% 
* 


- Papiſts blaſphemouſly make 
Chriſt not only a deſperate. Man 
without hope, but alſo an Infidel! 
without Faith. p. 13: 


| That Chriſt is not the Redeemer 
d all Mankind. 


cribe the merit of our Salvation 'from tl 


tain their deſfires;” and are delive- 


red out of Purgatory: 16d. ; 
Albeit they exclude not Grace 
E work of our Salvation , 

yet making Grace a Habit or Ver- 
cue, they overthrow Grace, OC. þ. 9. 


They cut ont the Second Commana- 
»e#t 1n the Offices of our Lady 
and their Primers, becasſe, &c. 1b. 

' Nay they put their truſt in them : 
for if this were not ſo, why ſhould 
they hope for better ſucceſs at the 
Image of our Lady of Lorerrs or 
Atouſerat, than at any other Image 
or form of our Lady? p. 10. 

| Proved from the cruel Executi- 
ons in England, Fraiice, Germany , 
Spain, P. 23. 

They teach, that the Devils of 
Hell may- have true Faith, but our 
Saviour faith fohn 3. that whoſoever 
believeth in him. ſhall not perifh , but 
have everlaſting life. SO it follow: 
eh by the Dorine of Papiſts, that 
the Reprobates, and Devils in Hell 
may be ſaved. Þ. 2% | 

They take from Chriſt both 
Faith and hope. Agzi. p. 3. 9. 7. art. 
4. Sothat which they falſely objes. 
ed ro Calvin doth rightly fall up- 
on the Papiſts---that they blaſphemonſ+ 


' ty make Chi &c. 


. They affirm the Virgin ary to 
be conceived without original Sin , 
&c. of which it follows, that 
Chriſt is not the Redeemer of all Man- 
kind, for what needed they a Re- 
deemer,who were not born {1nners? 


P. 41, CS 3 They 


(1) 


| They miks Criſt infertour to 
Saints and Angels, - | 


They prefer. the Pope before 


Chriſt; | 


To the Images of the Cfofs and 
Crucifix, they- give as much ho- 
nour as is due to God?p..14. . 


They fall-down like Beaſts: be- 
fore the Pope; and worſhip him 
as God, aſcribing tohim moſt blaſ* 


phemoully the honour due toChrift.. 


; =p 


l They gre divinehonont-to-Ima- 
ge5, W 


ich they themlelves cannot. 
deny-tq-be Idolatrous.- a 


... They fay. Maſſes in- toniour of 


Angels and Saints, buthe; in whoſe 


honour a Sacrifice is offered , is 


greater than the' Sacrifice: doth it 
not then appear, that while they 
offer Chriſts Body and Blood is 


honour 'of Saints and Arigels, iy 


make Chriſt inferior to Saints and Ap. 

They prefer the Pope before Chrift, | 
for Chriſt's. Body, when: the Pope | 
goeth in- progreſs, is ſent before | 
with the Baggage, and when the 
Pope is near, goeth out to-meet | 
him, while all the Gallants of Rome | 
attend on» the Pope.p.43. | 

To the Images, &C.—teaching | 
their followers, that it is but one ? 
henour- given. to.the Image, td 
the thing. Repreſented by the Iihate, | 


Þ: 74+ rd * «7- | 
lis 1.2. telleth, how the Ambaſh- | 
dors of Sicily cried thus'to-the Pope, | 
Thon that takeſt away the fins of | 
the World have mercy upon us.— | 
Stapleton tO Greg. 13. calls him ſ#- 
premum numen in terris: They call | 
him Vicar of Chriſt; the-Monatch: | 
of the- Church ,- the Head, the | 
Spouſe-; the- foundation. of the | 


». 


Church, afcribing to him” moſt blaſ> 
 phemonfly. the honour aue to Chriſt. p. 71. | 


They confeſs it Idolatry. to give: | 
dGvine honour to-Creatures, But. 
they. give divine honour to the Sa- | 
cament, to the Crols,and to Images 


_., ofthe Trinity, which, TI hope, they 
 Willnotdeny.to be Creatures. * 


The 


(13) 


fh Church confiſts th Faith = bf : th ke Pipiſts 

at of, Tae: f hs & in tet fm (te Eng wm 
Mo fo -us by the 

at if the Church Au, p x 4 

us the Articles of Faith, we are not 

bo believe them, iftheſe Men teach. 

th. - Further this ſhewerh, the 

omiſh Church ry fs of 4 pack of Ine. 

Frog 5 for if the ſame believed not 


without the authoricy ofthe Ch 
ther the did Ns ho hardly, 


Chriſt, nos Res Vis yp og | 

pe no © rch but char 
. . © Rome, and Ry | Cfurch can teach it: 

; W | 

ite lf Pie they oY ey of the Scioolmen (not 
hot. | [Papiſts). upon the Authority; 

& Fer dants Vellofslo, p. 2 
"Th a na member of the' Catholicle, © RP Opinion he. ith ates to) 


| Sel ONT, ſay) neither inward - C; ellarmin and Cites. de: Ece- 
Fach nor other virtue is required; - 6/2]: il. ape be. 


| ly. chat:-he fofils orwatnts ON i” Fs 
1558 g's 71 = AE 


"more Canſticnceto. 7 Mal more Conf: &c..28- 
hon Pride) thati Kee 19; Coin Ge 


in; keep! 


F yarns; h ol EE, GIVE St, EXC 
- SIS i ny « 20Fs., 

" Divets. points of, Popiſh. Do-  F rbidding: Mar- 
Wine are eſpe 20 eſpecially þ Do proceed mrs rigs TELEAS ia to abſtain? 
Com the Devil. from meats, which he fays are: 
<7 led i in Scripture. Dodrines of 


ES 


\ That the P3piſh Church” bath nd rrue'B: 1h 5, that Popery-in Wany points: 18: 
Mi' abſurd. " abominable'than ' the Doftrine of Ge hath :: That poi 177 as 
that poſitively hold the heretical endjal 7 Doltrines 0 f the modern Church of Ronies. 
Catthot MAb be ſaved; ate he Tiles of ſeveral Chapters, in which he ens 
deaiog 0 Make | 200d thele charges, how well let our Author conſider. 5: 
but kw; tharthi$'is not Repreſenting but Diſputing.. 


This. 


(14) 
'This is abundantly. enough to give the Reader a taſt-of the _ Proteſters 
-honeſty -in Repreſenting, pr how litdleT atm concerned, in theſe Quota- 
tions." If ſome Proteſtants haye Charged the DvEtines and Prattices of 
the Church of Rowe 'with ſuch conſequences as they cannot juſtifie, wi- 
ſer Proteſtants diſown.it, and Papiſts may confute it, if they pleaſe, which 
will bea little more to the purpoſe; than to cry out ſo Tragically about 
Miſrepreſenting.  SERþ6 bo 
But to make good. this charge of Miſrepreſenting againſt us, he con- 
cludes with ſeveral paſſages out of the Homilies,concerning the worſhip of 
Saints and Images. © Now if our Church be guilty of Miſrepreſenting 
1Q her very Homilies, which we are all bound to ſubſcribe, we muſt 
acknowledge our ſelves to be Miſrepreſenters. But Wherein does the 
Miſrepreſentation conſiſt? Do they not ſer up Images in Churches? And 
do they not worſhip them? Have they not a great number of Saints,whem 
they worſhip with Divine Honours > The matter of fact is plain and 
confeſled, . and therefore our Chutch does not Miſrepreſent them. - $0 
that the only Miſrepreſentation -he can complain of, is, thathe 'does not 
like the judgment Xo Church about the worſhip of Saints and Images, 
and we cannot help'that.. This .is the -belief of qur Cond, and .this is 
our belief, and lethim prove ns-to be Miſtepreſenters1n this, ifhe can; 
for thatis not proved meerly'by his calling 1t dy ng og reed 
Only I would gladly know of this Author, what he takes che judg; 
ment of the Church of E-g/and to be about the worſhip of Images? 
Whetherit be Idolatry or not ? If he thinks our Church charges them 
with Idolatry in worſhipping Images, ( which-I ſuppoſe he- means when 
he complains of Miſrepreſentation, and picks out {ome paſſages, which 
look that way) there is the agthority of Door Godden agaitiſt, him (un- 
lels he has changed his mind lately) who accuſes Dr. $:. with contradi&- 
ing the Church. of _E»g/and in his charge of Idolatry upon the Church of * 
Rome, and makes it a certain mark.of Fanaticiſm to-do ſo: and then how: | 
ever we may be thought 'tof miſrepteſent the Church of Reme in this | 
charge of Idolatry, we do not miſrepreſent the Church 'of Exp/az4 in it, 
which is ſome ſartsfaction to us, that we are not Miſrepreſenters on both 
ſides. But theſe Men take'great liberties in Repreſenting the Faith and 
Do&trines of Churches. . In one Kings Reign the Church of E-g/and-does 
not charge the Church of Rome with [dolatry, in thenext it does; though 
their Articles. and Homilies be the ſame till: but they deal with the 
Church of Eng/a»d no worſe than they do with their own Church; in one 
Age a Bellarmine truly Repreſents the Dodtrine of their Church, in an- 
Other a Biſhop of Cozdmz and though the Council of 7rere be but 
one 


(15) 
- eneand the ſame, the Faith of icalters very often, as ic may 
beſt ſerve the intereſt of the Catholick Cauſe. 4 E 
' Our Author having expoſed he | Proteſtant Charafter ( as" _ .. 
he calls it) of a Papiſt, which he always looked upon #0 other, FoPiſts Prote- 
than of a Papift  iſrepreſented, he falls a commending thezeal 17,” 
of Proteſtants againſt ſuch Popery with. great earneſtneſs and 
paſhon, and therein we agree with him; as believing it to be 
yery commendablez and do not doubr ( as he fays) butt 
thile Martyrs. recorded by FOX, who for net embracing this Popery- 
paſſed the fiery Tryal, had ſurely a glorious Cauſe, and that the 
Trinmphs and Crowns of Glory, which waited for them in Heaven , 
were not-imferior to what thoſe-.emoyed ,' who ſuffered under Decius 
o Diocleſtan. : 1 agree with him allo, that there is no need of* 
av longer diſagreement, that there is wo neceſſity of keeping up names of 
dvifon 5. that Proteſtant aud Papiſt. may now ſhake hands, and by one 
ſubſcription cloſe into a Body, and joyn in a fair and. amicable cor- 
reſpandence ; For if (as he ſays ) there is no Papiſt, but will 
give his hand for the utter ſuppreſſing this kind of Popery, | {ee no- P. 18+ 
reaſon, why they: may not joyn in Communion with the 
Church, of Erng/ard which has-ſupprefled it. But I am not of 
tis mind, that all the Strife has been 'abowt'a word ;- for the 
Diſpute has been about the Worſhip of Saints, and Images , 
about Tranſubſtantiation, worſhipping the Hoſt, Commu- 
J non in one kind, Service in an. unknown'Tongue, the 'au-- 
FI .thoricy and theuſe of the Holy. Scriptures;the Sacrament of Pe- 
$ nance, Indulgences, Purgatory,. the Popes Supremacy, and: 
ſeveral other material differences 3 which are ſomething more 
than a meet Word 3 will they now part with all theſe Do-- 
arines and Practices, face they have been informed by-great and 
good anthorities,what the nature and evil tendency of theſe things: 
5?-No © by no means, they. will retain all theſe Do&rines and 
Practices ſti}},Sur will renounce and abho? ail chat evil, whictr 
Proteſtants charge them with. . They will pray to Saints, and 
worſhip Images ſtill, but they will abhor all Heathenifh Idola-- 
try in fuch Worſhip, &c.but what reaſon is this for Proteſtants: 
to joyn with -them-in one Communion, while they retain the- 
ſame Faith and Worſhip, which ar firſt made a ſeparation ne-- 
ceſfary, and we retain the ſame opinion of their Faith and 
Worthip, which ever we had?- If Papiſts be the ſame, & Pro- 
tellarits. the. ſame, that ever. they were,- if Separation -were* 
h OnCe.: 


WES) 


once. neceſſary; ſurely- it is fo fill. VVhat. change'is there: 
NOW 1n Patiſts, "which was not. befare, that ſhould now ins. 
vite us to-embrace their Communion? Yes they abhor all 
that which Proteſtants call Popery. This is good news, but 
let us a little better underſtand it. Da they. avhor the Wor-. 
ſhip of- Saas and. Image and the Hoſt? Da they abhor 
the Dodrines of Tranſubſtanciztion, Penances, Indulgences, 
Purgatory 2? -Do they Renounce the Popes Supremacy, &c, 
no {uch matter ! but they abhor. thoſe Opintons, which Pro- 
teſtants have of theſe things; did they then ever believe that 
theſe Dodtrines and Pradtices were fo. bad, as Proteſtants al- 
ways did, and to this. day, ay they are. if not, wharchange 
is there in ther, that ſhould invite us now. to a reconciliati- 
on? Did.Proteſtants ſeparate from Papiſts, becauſe they be-- 
lieved; that Papiſts thought. Idolarry lawtul > If not, why 
1s their a wage Fo olatty, while they do the. ſame things, 
ey. Aid, A 


that- ever th ſufficient reaſon for a re-union ? Sup- 
poſe gs mmon-wealths-men, who take up Arms 4-. 


gainſt the King, ſhould tellthe Royaliſts, who fight for him, 
that they; have all this while miſtaken one another, that for 


C © ®.S 


ro > Mibepreſemers, while they. ſtill own.that Faith and: 
Worlhip, W 

cenſure their Doctrigeand Worſhip too ſeverely, let him vin- 
.dicate it, when he can. | | 
In my Reply I conſidered, what were the faults of his two- 
fold Character of a Papiſt miſrepreſented, and repreſented, and 

ſhall now briefly examine, what he ſays to it. 
As for the Character of a Papiſt miſrepreſented, I obſer- 
ved, 1. That ke pnt ſuch things into the Charaftcr, as no Man in 
bis wits ever charged. them with: As that Papifts are not permitted: 
a to 


+C©.0F*1) | 


to hear Sermons, which they are able to underſtand, or that they held it 
Jawful to commit l1aolatry; or that the Papiſt believes the Pepe to be his 
great God, and to be ſar above all Angels, which the Anſwerer calls 
Childiſh and wilful miſtakes. And yer ( fays the Proteſter, Pp. 19, } 
thoſe very things' almoſt in expreſs terms, and others fur more abſurd, 
we ſee charged on them, as is ſhewed above; that is inthe Quorati- 
ons out of the Archbiſhop and others. Bur I can ſee- no ſuch 
thing, unleſs the Supremum numen im terris ( as Stapleton calls Grep. 
15.) ſignifie rhat the Pope is,@heir great God, and then | mu 
beg his pardon, that I did not think any Maa in his wits fo filly, 
251t ſeems ſome of their own great Divines have been, for this 
is nota Proteſtant, but a Popiſh repreſentation of chem. _ 

'2, I found fait; That the Opinions of Proteſtants concerning Po- 
piſh Dottrines and Prattices, andthboſe ill conſequents which are charged 
and juſtly charged npon them, are put into the Charatter of a Papiſt 
miſrepreſented, as if they were his avowed Doftrine and Belief, For 
whoſoever gives a Character of a Papiſt, ought only to repre- 
ent, what his Faith and Pra&tice is, not what Opinion. he, who 
gives the Character, has of his Faith'and Practice: for this does 
not belong to the Character of a Papiſt , hut only ſignifies his 
own private Judgment, who- gives theTharacter : while we 
charge Papiſts only with matcer of Fact, what they believe and 
what they practiſe, this is a true Character, and no Miſrepre- 
ſentings bur if we pur our own Opinions of his Faith and Pra- 
ice into his Character, this is Mreoniing, becauſe a Papiſt 
has not the ſame Opinion of theſe: things, which we have, and 
this makes it a falſe Character. 

'To this the Proteſter anſwers. p. 20. This is a pretty ſveculative 
quarrel, I confeſs, and might deſervealy find ram here, were i our buſineſs. 
to tenſder the due method of miſrepreſentation in the abſtratt : But as our 
preſent concern ſtands,here's a quaint conceit loſt for coming in a wrong-place, 
For what had the Author of the Miſrepreſentation to do with theſe Ryles ? 
He did not intend to miſrepreſent any Body, This is very pleaſant ! a 
Man, who undertakes to make CharaGters, is not bound to con- 
fider, what a Charadter is, nor what belongs to repreſenting, nor 
miſrepreſenting. Any Man would have thought fo inde2d, who 
had read his Chara@ets, but I never expected, that he ſhould have 
ſaid ſo. But he did not intend to miſrepreſent any Body, ard therefore 
had nothing to do with thoſe Rules; bur he intended, it ſeems, 
t give an account, how Papiſts are miſrepreſented by Proteſtants, 
and thetefore- ought to have underſtood, whatis Miſtepreieuns, 
and not have called that MifrepteRmmng which is not. "IP 

ut 


Repiy, f.q © 
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— 
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But his Province ( he ſays) was on to draw forth the CharaFtey of , 
Papiſt, as it is commonly apprehended by the Valgar or the Multituge, 
with the common prejudices and miſtakes that generally attend ſuch a yo. 
tion, Now I would fain know, whether this CharaFter, as it lies in the 
Peoples beads, is diſtinguiſhed into antecedents and conſequents;, whe. 
ther they, when they hear one declaiming. againſt Popery for committing 
Idelatry, as bad or worſe than that of the groſſeſt Heathens, worſhipping 
Stocks and Stones for Gods, diſtingaiſheth between the Doitrine of thi 
Papiſts, and theſe interpretati'ns ang conſequences charged againſt it, 

Thus in ſhort he tells us, Th® Charatter of a Papift Miſrepre- 
ſented was intended only, as the Author expreſſes himſelf in his intye. 
duttion, for a Copy of Popery as painted in the imagination of the Vulgar, 
and if it be conform to that, it is exatt and perfett ; and if there be an 


faults in it, the blame muſt fall on thoſe, who drew the Original, This 


is the ſum of his excuſe for putting ſuch things 1nto the Cha- 
racter of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, as do not belong to Charader- 
making, nor are in a ſtrict and proper ſenſe Milrepreſentations, 
That the common People, who do not diſtinguith between An- 
tecedents and Conſequents, have ſuch an idea and notion of 2 
Papilt, as he has deſcribed in the Character of a Papiſt Miſe. 
repreſented. Well, @ppoſe this, how does this mend the mar- 
ter ? If his Character of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, be no muſre- 


- preſentation, then our People, who have this notion of a Pa 


pilt, arenot Miſrepreſenters. Now this is that, which I under- | 
rook to prove in my Reply, That there is nothing of miſrepre- 
ſentation, properly ſo called, in his Character of a Papiſt Miſre- 
preſented ; It 1s a falle Chara&ter indeed, becaule it contains ſuch 
things, as are not matters of Repreſentation, but of Difpute, and 
therefore donot belong to a Character; but ſeparate matters of Fatt | 
from matters of Opinion and Diſpute,asT have particularly done 
my Reply,and the Character of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented containsno 
matter of Fact, excepting ſome very feiv things, but what the Ch 
racter of the Papiſt Repreſented. owns. And therefore as far as it 
can be called a CharaGter,it is a true one. And if this (as he ſays) # 
a Copy of Popery as painted-in the imagination of the V aulgar, the Or1ginal 

can have no more of milrepreſentation 1n it, than the Copy has. 
But though the Proteſter does acknowledge, that there 1s 2 
real difference between Repreſenting the Doctrines and. Practices 
of Papiſts, and declaring our own Judgment and Opinion 
concerning them , he ſuſpe&ts the People do not diſtinguiſh ber 
tween Antecedents. and Conſequents, between the Dodrines. of tht 
Papiſts and theſe interpretations and conſequences charged - bo 
| | 5 


| 


| ( 19 ) | 
They ſwallow all down greedily tn the Iump, Antecedents and Con: 
ſequents go down with them all at once, But what does he mean 
by this ? that any Proteſtant People are fo filly as to think 
that Papiſts believe as bad of their own Religion, as they be- 
lieve of it > That Papiſts beheve Idolatry to be lawful, as 
he tells us in the Character of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented ; or 
that they believe the Worſhip of an Image to be Ido]atry ? 
no, I affure him, our People are taught, what Popery is 
its genuine purity, as he ſpeaks; they know in the moſt mate- 


rial points, what the Doctrine of the Church of Rome is, and 
aretaughr, what to think of itz and when they hear or read- 


our Diſputes againſt the Church of Rowe, they are not ſo weak 
25 to believe, that we and Papiſts have the ſame Opinions 
about Worſhipping Saints and Images, and the Hoſt, &c. 
and therefore are not in danger of affixing ſuch Opinions on 
Papiſts,as they hear us charge on Popery. So that this is a'very 
needleſs fear he is in, and it nothing elſe hinders, he may (as he 
promiſes) reform hisCharacter of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented. 

- I muſt confeſs we are pretty poſitive in declaring to our 
People the evil and danger of Popery. We tell them what 
we think of it, not -as thinking ſignifies doubrfulneſs and un- 
certainty, but an aſſured perſwaſion founded on Reaſon, Scri- 
'pture, and the beſt Authorities: as he complains, that we go 
beyond thinking, and inſtead of ſaying w? think ſo, we poſitively ſay, 
foitws, But if we are inthe right, there is no hurt in this, and 
we ſhall believe ſo, -till they. can prove, that we are in the 
wrong z we do not indeed pretend to Infallibility, but we think 
our ſelves as certain, as thoſe who do. 

-- This is the ſam of what -he ſays in defence of his 'Cha- 
racer of a Papiſt Miſrepreſented, that though he acknoy:- 
- edges my diſtin&tion to be good between Matters of Diſpute 

and of Repreſentation; and conſequently that his Character 
of a Papi Woe. ann has nothing of- miſrepreſentation 
-1nit, truly ſo called; yet he ſays, this is the Idea of a Papitt, 

as 1t is commonly apprehended by the Vulgar, who do nor 
diſtinguiſh between Antecedents and Conſequents, but what- 

ever they hear ſaid of Popery, they take to be-the Faith of a 
_ Papiſt, without diſtinguiſhing what it is the Papiſts own, and 
believe, and praiſe, and what guilt Proteſtants charge them 
with for thus believing and doing : that when they hear the 
. | Papfſts charged with Idolatry for Worſhipping Images, they 
+ as verily think, that Papiſts believe Idolatry to be lawful, as 
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they do, that they believe it lawſul to Worſhip Images, --1F 
2h be any among us fo very-{yly,- -dare ſay; they can ne 
ther Read.yor Write, and therefore he-might have ſpared his 
pains in, writing and printing Characters ſor them ; and if his 
Character of a Papiſt ( ashe ſays) be what he thought of a Pa- 
piſt, while he himſelf was a Proteſtant, it ſeems he: was ina 
very low. diſpenſation then, and; could, not himſelf difingaih 
ketween Anteceaents and\ Conſequents, but ſmallowed all down teges.. 
ther, though he is now improvedintoa Writer .of Characters. 
and may they never have any wiſer-Converts. Howeverthis 
does plainly yield the cauſe, that the-Proteſtant Clergy, and 
underſtanding Gentry. and. Laity, who can diſtinguiſh between 
Antecedents and-Qonſequents, are no Miſrepreſenters; and as, 
for others, we fear, they have a great many more Miſrepreſen- 
ters on their {ide, than we hope, we haye on ours. _ 
| Let us now conſider his CharaQter of a Papiſt Repreſented, 
and what the faults of that are. Now thegeneral fault. is, that 
whereas one might. reaſonably expe&, that: there ſhould be 
ſome difference between the Character of a Papiſt Mitrepre- 
ſented, and-of a Papiſt Repreſented, and he has endeavoured 
to make his Readers believe, that there is, yer in truth there is 
none in moſt parts of the Character. For what-does ſtri&ly be- 
_ long to Repreſentation, that is; all matter of Fact, is the {ame' 
in both. - For, 1, He having put the Opinions of, Proteſtants 
concerning Popiſh Doctrines and Practices. into. the Chara- 
cter of a Papiſt-Miſrepreſented,: as.if they were his avowed 
Do&trine and Belief; in the, CharaQer of: a Papiſt Repre- 
{enred he denies, that he believes. thoſe Interpretations and 
Conſequences; and this he might very eaſtly do, becauſe (as 
he obſerves, p. 24.) no body charges him with that belief; and where= 
as he ſays, then he contradifts. no Body, and he hopes there is nofautt 
i» that, he is ſo far in the-right;; but lus faulc is, tharhe im- 
poſes upon his Reader, with an appearance,of a Miſrepreſen- 
_ tation, when there is none and by his denying that they. be- - 
heve ſuch things, would perſ{wade the World; that Prote- 
ſtants charge Papiſts with believing all theſe ill things them-- 
{{lves, which we ſay of: their Faith and Worſhip; a fign that 
he was hard put toit, tofind out ſome Proteſtant Miſrepreſen- 
tations of Papiſts. And 2, As for matter of Fact; which alone: 
is proper for a Character, he generally owns the Dofrines and 
Prattices.we charge them withz and his ſaying; how conld. this poſ- 
febhy be otherwiſe, if they charge us mith nene, but. what we ex- 
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preſly profeſs to own (in which he reflefs upon whatT had faid- 
ia my Reply, that we charge them with believing nothing,but 
what they exprefly profeſs to believe) is 'nothing to thepur- 
ſe ; for it is not abſolutely what'we charge them with, bat 
what he himſelf makes us chargethem with in his Character 
ofa Papilt Miſrepreſented, and calls us Miſrepreſenters for do- 
og.(o, that he owhs in the Character ofa Papiſt Repreſented, 
25 1 particularly ſhewed-in my Reply ; now the:queſtion is: , 
why he calls one CharaQtera Miſrepreſentation, and the other - 
2 Repreſentation, when the matter of Fact is the ſame im borh'3 
- But then (3.)T obſerved, that in ſome caſes he diſowns that to 
te the aoktrine and. belief of their Church, which manifeſtly is ſo, 
I ad: has been proved. on them, beyond all poſſibility of a fair Reply, 
bythe learned Anſmerer, To which he Anſwers: then for all his 
word, we are in ſome caſes charged with more than we exvreſfly pro- 
feſs to-believe, ' But he muſt know we do not take the prefeſſt- 
on of the Roman Faith from every PR Character-maker, 
but from che authentick Records of their Church 3 and if 
they. deny what their Church teaches, and requires them: to 
believe, 1t is not indeed their Faith, .-but.yetit ought to. be (@: 
4 ad though he may huff at manifeſtly. and proving, : I ſuſpect, 
J be-will cakef little time before he brings itto the Tryal; = 
This is a ſufficient anſwer to his freſh complaint. of Miſre- 
fteſentations. I now proceed to the ſecond.part 'of the'Reply, 
The rule of true Repreſeating, or the Rule whereby che Do+ 
tine-of the Church of Rowe:is to be known." He' appealed to 
the Council of Trent,and the Catechiſm ad Parechos, and theſe 
[acknowledged to be authentick-Rules ; but ſince Catliolick 
Divines differ about: the ſenſe of. the Council and Catechiſm, 
tequeſtion is, Why. we muſt prefer-his ſenſeof. the Council 
ad-Catechiſm. before Cardinal Befarmin's, :or. any other. Di- 
vines of Note and Eminency inthe Church of Rowe ,, who 
lived ſince the Council of Trent, and may: be- preſumed to 
mderſtand the meaning; of it, as: well as. the: Reprefenter ; 
ad therefore to remove: this difficulty in his. RefleRtions he 
appealed to the Biſhop of Condom, as the Authentick Expo- 
Itor- of the Council and Catechiſm, and told. us, how his 
'Eook had been [approved by many: Biſhops, and Cardinals, 
adby: the preſent Pope himſelf, and therefore has the au- 
ſovity, of the. See Apoſtolick, 5 
. To this I anſwered in my Reply (p. 44.) that the atceſia- 
wn given to Cardinal Bellarmiz's Controverſies was not infe- 


Pag, } Ip 


( 22 ) 
rior to that given to the Biſhop of Condow's Expoſition of the: 
Doctrine of the Catholick Church3 - that it was Dedicated to 
Pope Sixtxs 5, and that with the Popes leave and good li- 
king, which is'not much inferior to a teſtimonial under the 
Popes hand z and why then are not Belarmiz's Controverſies 
as authentick a rule for the Expoſition of the Catholick 
Faith, as the Biſhop of Condew's > But to this he thought fitto 


anſwer nothing. 


And whereas he pretends that the Popes approbation gives 
it the authority of the Apofolick See : I acquainted him out of 
Melchior Canus ; That the name of the Apoſtolick See does not jig- 
nifie the Pope in his private capacity, but in his Chair, or doing ſuch 
things, and in ſuch a manner, as belong to the Papal Chair, that is, 
not giving bis own private ſenſe, but proceeding in Council with the 
advice of good and learned Men, and therefore that is not tobe | 
accounted the fudgment of the Apoſftolick, See, which is given only | 
by the Biſhop of Rome, privately, maliciouſly, and inconſiderately, | 
or with the advice only of ſome few of his own mind," but what he | 
determines upon 4 due examination of the thing , by the advice and | 
Counſel of many wiſe Men, © 6 
To this the Proteſter anſwers that #t is only an ungrounded | 
and ill-turned conſequence, t' at becauſe that is not Þb be accounted | 
the judgment of the Apoſtolick. See, which is given only by the Toe, | 
privately, maliciouſly, and inconſiderately, or with the advice only of | 
ſome few of his own mind, therefore this learned Prelates Expoſiti- 
0# of the Catholick. Faith is to be thrown by, as of no Authority ;, ſo 
that our Replier has here concluded without any more ado, that the | 
approbation of this Book was only given privately, maliciouſly, in- 
conſiderately, or elſe with the advice only of ſome few of the Popes 
own mind, othewgiſe the Conſequence will not hold, But I thought | 
Canw had told us, what was neceſſary to make the Popesap- 
FRuuy chejudgment of the Apoſtolick See, as well as what 
hinders it from being ſo. That the Pope mult give judgment 
according to the due form and method of proceedings be: 
longing to the Apoſtolick Chair, in full Council, after due exa- 
mination, and with the advice of many wiſe Men, Now l 
only deſire to know, whether the Pope in a full Council of 
Cardinals, did give judgment ex Carheara, that the Bilbop 
of Condew's Book was a. true Expoſition of the Catholic 
Faith 5 For if hedid not, though the Pope and all his Card- 
nals, ſhould ſingly for themſelves give their own private judg: 
ment and approbation of it, -according to Cars his rule, I 8 

neg. 


o wn _ 


"— 2 

not the judgment of the Apoſtolick See ; for it is a private 
jadgment-, whether ic be malicious or not, which I was 
ſo far from concluding without more ado, that, as the Proteſter 
obſerves, I did not ſo much as tranſlate it, (thoughT pur it 
in the Latine Quotation in the Margin, whichis an argument 
1did not deſ1gnedly conceal ir) becauſeI thought it was need- 
ſes to my* purpole : and yet the Conſequence holds good 
without it,if it be nota judgment ex Cathedra,it is not the judg- 
ment Of the Apoſtolick, See, which was all I intended to prove 
and our Author in his long harangue has ſaid nothing to prove 
that it was, nay 1s ſo far Nom that, that he avoided the very 
mentioning of that, becauſe he knew not what to ſay to it. 
$ Malitionfly and inconſiderately were pretty words to deſcant up- 
I 0n, but the Cathedra choaked him. 
S The truth is the principal Commendation, which is given 
to the Biſhop of Condem's Book, 1s, that it is a new: way of 
dealing with Hereticks, and that which they hope may be 
more effzCtual rhan Diſputing has been z but there is none of 
them, that make it the Rule, much leſs the only Rule of 
the Catholick Faith. Cardinal de B#ilon acquaints Cardinal 
J Bona, that there are ſome (and he (peaks of Catholicks) who find Card. Bona's 
J ſore fart is it ; and Cardinal Sigifmond Chigi in his Letter to 1&7; 
the Abbot of Danzear, though he highly commends him ; 
yet- 1s: far from allowiag. his Book to be the - Standard of 
the Catholick Faith, or the Authentick interpretation of che 
Council of Treat, when he tells the Abbot, certainly it was 
wver his (Condom's) intention to give the interpretation of the 
Tenets of the Conncil, but only to aeliver them in his Book right- 
h explicated, in ſuch ſort, that Hereticks may be convinced : that 
8 he did not allow him to interpret the Council, but com- 
mends him: for dealing with Hereticks in a new, and, as he 
thouzhrt, more advantageous method, than had been former- 
huſed ; and tothis purpoſe the Pope commends him, that bis 
Expoſition of the Catholitk Faith contains ſuch Dettrine, and is com- 
foſed ia ſuch a method, and with ſo much prudence, that it is thereby 
renared proper to inflrult the Readers clearly in few words, and to 
extort even from the unwilling, a confeſſion of th- Catholick, Faith. 
ove tome this ſeems to fall very ſhort of making the-Bithop's 

xpoſition the Authentick interpretation of the- Council of 
Trent ; that what ever the Biſhop of Condom: fays, is the ſenſe 
of the Council, muſt be acknowledged to be (6, though othe, 
& good Catholick Divines, as famous in. their GR, 
Wc) 3 ; a 
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and whoſe Books have been received with as univerſal appro: 


bacion, are of another mind; and which ſignifies a little with 
us Proteſtants , where the plain words and reaſon of the 
Council is againſt him, 


» 


L woald detire our Author to tell me,whether the Pope, when 
he approved the Biſhop of Condew's Book,did at the ſame time. 
condemn Cardinal Belarmin's, or thoſe other Divines and 
Schooimen, who give ſucha different explication of the Coun- 
cil of Trent, from what this Biſhop does 3 if he did not, what 
authority has he given to this Expoſition, more chan any other 
Catholick Do&or may challenge > Why may we not, if we 
pleaſe; follow Bellarmin, or SHAret, or Vaſquez, or Cajctan, as 
well as Condom > Our Author thinks it the thorteſt and eafteſ 
way to decide this Controverlie whether he have truly Repre- 
ſented the Faith of a Papiſt, by making an experiment: 
Thus he concluded his Reflections, p. 19. Do but you, or ay 
Friend for you (though I did not know before, that the 
Church of Ree would admit Proxies in the profeſſion of | 
our Faith) give your aſſent to thoſe Articles of Faith, as 1 | 
have Repreſented it, in the. very form and manner as I have ſtated | 
them, in that Charafter of a Papift Repreſented 5, and if upon yourre- | 
gueſt, you are not admitted into the Communion of the Roman Ca- {| 
tholicks, and owned to believe aright in all thoſe points, Tle then | 
confeſs, that I have abuſed the World, that my Repreſenting is Miſ- | 

reſenting the Faith of the Papiſt, To thisI anſwered in wy 
Revly, p. 40, that I did believe that his Repreſentation. was 
the Faith of a Papiſt, excepting what concerned the depoſing 
Doctrine, and fome few other points, which I had before 
particularly remarked (not that this is the whole of what 

Papiſts believe, = oY it is right as far as it goes) but we 
did not like his Faith ſo well, as he had Repreſented it, as to 
make the experiment. This I thought had been anſwer 
enough for any reaſonable Man, but in his Anſwer to the Re- 
ply, heis ſtill for new experiments, as being much eafer than 
Diſputing,which he does not like, and now the trial is, Thatif 
notwithſtanding. my refuſal to admit the depoſing PoRtrine, and tht 
Popes Infallibility, but as ſtated by the Repreſenter ( that is, not as 
Articles of Faith) be ot judged ſufficiently qualified as to theſe 
points, to be received into the Communion of the Roman Catholicks, 
then ke will grant, that 1 have reaſon to charge the Repreſenter not #t 
have done his. part in theſe particulars, that 15, not to have truly. 
Repreſented the Faith ofa Papiſk. _ * _ 
| OW 
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-* Now in anſwer to this, I beg his leave, that I may take my 
turn too in making Propoſals, znd 1 will do it very gravely; 
without the leaſt Smile, ſince I ſee, he 1s offended at'it, and 
that is this. Suppoſe I ſhould reſolve to be a thorough-paced 
Papiſt, and inſtead of aſlenting to his Repreſentation, ſhould 
rather chuſe that Repreſentation , which Cardinal . Belar- 
mine has made of the Faith of a Papiſt, who does not; mince 
the-matter as to worſhipping Images, and praying to, Saints, 
and truſting in their aid and aſſiſtance &c, . who. makes the 
Pope's Infallibility and his Depoſing Power an_ Article of 
Faith 3 ſhould I be thought ſufhciently qualified, as to theſe 
Points ( wherein the Cardinal expreſly contradiCts and con- 
demns our Author's, and the Biſhop of Cordom's Repreſenta- 
tion ) to be received into the Communion of Roman Catho- 
licks ? If I ſhould (and I will venture the Proteſter to:ſay,' that 
Ihould not ) then if his Argument from Experience be good; 
itis plain, That Cardinal Bellarmine has made a true Repre- 
J fntation of the Roman Catholick Faith 3 and thus we have 
I Experience for both ſides, for Cardinal Belarmine, and for the 
I Biſhop of Condom, and our Repreſenter ; and yet it is ſome+ 
I what ſtrange, they ſhould be all true Repreſenters, eſpecially 
I inthoſe points, wherein they contradict each other. 
JI +This the Biſhop of Condom was aware of, and therefore 
 toncludes his Book with a Caution againſt it to thoſe, who 
ſhould think fit to anſwer it. That it would be a quitting the 
ſen of this Treatiſe, to examine the different Methods which 
Cobolizh Divines make uſe of, to eftabliſh or explicate the DofirineCondom's Ex< 
ef the Council of Trent , and the different Conſequences, which pol. p. 51. 
jarticular Dottors have drawn from it. Which 1s a plain Con- 
eſſion,, that other Catholick Divines do not agree with him 
In this Method, nor allow of thoſe narrow Bounds, which he 
has ſet to the Catholick Faith; and therefore it was wiſely 
done of him to perſuade his Anſwerers, to take no notice of 
ay ſuch' Diſagreement, and it will be a great peice of Civili- 
yand good Breeding in them notto do it 3 but how other Ca- | _ 
ick Divines will take this, I cannot tell. TA 
This is enough in all Conſcience concerning the Bithop of 
Condoms Authority, which I muſt ſtill ſay is norhing, whey 
we ſpeakof an Authentick Rule of expounding the Catholic 
Faith, in which ſenſe: our Author appeals to him ; though 
we will allow him the Authority of a wiſe and prudent ho i 
az- | E wRoOIe 
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whoſe wratinfts ate,pnbliſhett acid approved-by Publick- Ay. 
thovityz as-vhe writings: of -other Catholick Doctors: are, 
which'1s:all the'Anthority we Proteſtants give Lo -0ur beſ 
Writers; and therefore the Proveſter has no reaſon to com. 
plain { as-he does 'p. 27) of un uneven kind of Fultice and 
Rezoning in'this matter, and whoever deſires a more particy- 
tar account :of»the Biſhap'of :Condom's[Authority,: and-'thokk 


Glorious. Teſtimonies: which are [given'to- his :Book, if he.be 


arcaſonable:man,” may find'Satisfattion in the Preface tothe 
late:Anfwer'to the Biſhop of Condor. "x 

- Bat the truth is, | know no Teafon there is for all this |} 
Diſpute. - I totd 'the Refleftor before, that I'did-not- like his | 
Eainh, Tthokgh-:it were as he has ireprefented-it'; ſhould we al | 
low:che Biſhop of Condom's Expoiition, 'andhis Character of | 
a 'Papiſt repreſented, to contain the true'Catholick Faith, and | 
that This'is 'the whole 'of. 'iwhat the Council-of '{rert has de- | 
termined, yetican never be of this Religion; and fince he- | 
was not: ſatisfied 'with my .bare telling (him fo , |, will now | 
give him ſome Realons'for it, and-particulavly ſew him,what. * 
tt is] diſlike in Afourſfienr de AHeanx thelate Biſhop of Cordon 
his:Expoſition of the Doctrine :of the-Church about the Ob- | 
ject of worſhip, ['Invocation of. Saints, and worſhip of Ima: | 
ges-, 'anU take. the flouriſhes 'of his IntroduCtion 'into the | 
bargain.” And I chuſe:theſe Heads, | becauſe theſe are the - 

matters, wherein (he principally appeals to the; Biſhop of 
Condom, and\about which only .he has: offered any: thing like 


an argument in-his anſwer -to'my-Reply z; And1-am as glad to 


take any opportunity -of uſeful :Diſcourſe, as our Autor | 
ſeems cautious not to-give. any. | And that neither he.nor the 
gs Gn have any occafion of Quarrel, I ſhallobſerve the 
DireCtions the Biſhop has given'tothoſe, who think'ft:to al 
{fwer+ce his Treatiſe. - - Tax 361-1 
He tells us; To urge anything ſolid\againſt this Treatiſe (the 


Condom's Ex- Expoſition ) and which may come home to the potnt,it mu be pro- 


Pol. p. 51. 


wed, that the Churches Faith is not -here faithfully expounded, 


and that by Afts, which-the ſame Church: has obliged herſelf 19 


veceive; or elſe it muſt be ſhewn, that this Explication leaves al 

the ObjeCtions in their full force, and all the | diſputes untouthed.;.0! 

in fine it muſt be preciſely ſhewn, in what this Dotrine fubverts thk 

feandations of Faith. As for the firſt of theſe, it is done-al- 

ready-to my hand in the Do&trines and Prattices,of the Chur og 
0 
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Rome truly repreſented \ in anſwer to the. Papift nifrepraſented 
 #nd repreſented, And he m ne Ore Who: Will -at- 
tempt to mend that Authar, as ha who attempts. to,confute 
him. The .other two L will have ip my. eye in examining, as 
far as Iam now concerned, Adownſicur dp. Meaux late Bilbop.af 


Condom his Expolition of the Dottxine, of the, Chuck in - 
matters of Controverlſie. 


S640 J+.1, 
The Deſign of this Treatiſe. 


| VV< it poſlible to reconcile the Differences between 
1) us and the Church of Rome , only by a fair Repxe- 


I fatation of matters in Controverſie between us ; I ſhould 
I think it an admirable Deſign : and this being all the Author 
JI pofeſles to intend, 1 cannot but highly commend his good 
I Neaning in it; whether he has ſhewn ſo much Skill and Judg- 
I neat, in undertaking a Deſign in its own nature impradticablÞ 
J [fhall leave to the Reader to judge, when he has fairly heard 
J both fides. - Had I known no more of the matter, but that 
the Reformation was begun by men brought up in the Commu- 
tion of the Church-of Rox, and intimately acquainted with 
tis DoCctrines and: Practices of that Church ;/ that fome of 
tieſe Corruptions, both before and ſince, havebeen complained 
of by men of that Communion ; that the Council of Trex, 
wich was convened upon this occaſion, condemns many Dott- 
nes of the Reformers, as contrary to the Catholick Faith, 
adguilty of Hereſie; that both before and-after this Coun- 
a there have been many Volumes written, and many 4ne Dif- fierce 
ates between Popiſh and Proteſtant Divines, who have beey — 
len of as great Learning and true Underſtanding in theſe mat- 
rs, as any the Age has bred, who did all this while believe, 
lat there was a real and ſubſtantial Difference between them : 
lay, when conſider theſe things , I ſhould not venture for 
o F® reputation both of Papiſts and Proteſtants , eſpecially of 
#6, Pk Council of Trent, to ſay, That the Diſpute has been only at 
l- JourWords ; that Papiſts and Proteſtants,even the moſt Learn- 
4 men among them, have miſtaken each others Propoſitions, 
KS: ane 
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Thoſe of the Reformed: Religion acknowledge \ tha 


C —Hat the Church| of Rome does profeſs to believe all | 


Biſhop affirms , I readily grant ; but yer ſhe may hold Fun- } 
damental Errors , and deſtroy thart Faith ſhe profeſſes, by o- } 
ther DoCtrines deſtruCtiye of the true Catholick Faith., That ! 
@þis is poſſible, he cannot deny, for men may believe incon- | 
liftent Propoſitions 3 and the Deſign of his Book is ſo toex- | 


. Rot overthrow any Fundamental Article of Faith, becauſe they | 


(38) 


and that the only way to reconcile this Difference,is ſo to ſtate 
the matter in diſpute , that Papiſts and Proteftants may un. 
derftand each other. --I doubt not but fierce men on both fides 
may have madethis difference much wider than it is; but yer 
ſuch a difference there is, as no Repreſenting can cure, as ] he. | 

. livewill appear by confdering Particulars. = 


SECT. I} 


the Catholick Church embraces all the Fundamentd | 
Articles of the ( hriſtian Religion. 


the Principal and Fundamental Articles of Faith, as the | 


plicate the peculiar Doftrines of the Church of Rome, asto | 
reconcile them with the Fundamental Artictes of Faith, | 
which the Proteſtant Explication of Popuſh -DoCtrines con-- 
tradiCts and overthroys; which had been a very needleſs Un- | 
dertaking,. were it impoſſible for men, who believe all the | 
Fundamental Articles of the Chriſtian Faith , to believe aty | 
thing contrary. to it. He might then have ſpared his pains | 
In, vindicating and.explaining particular Dottrines 3 for it had 
been evidence enough , that ſuch' DoCtrines and Pradtices.do 


are owned. by that Church, which profeſles to. believe all 
Fundamental. Articles. ; 
And therefore 1 cannot well gueſs, what advantage he pt 
miſed himſelf from this. We may ſafely. grant, that the 
Church of Rome believes all Fundamental Articles ,. and ye 
charge her with fuch DoCtrines and Pradtices, as deſtroy. and! 
tear up Foundations. | 
He oblerves.indeed from Ad. Dailte , that we ought not t0 


charge men with believing ſuch Conſequences , as they rx 
6 dels e | 


(1), 

ſelyes do. formally rejeCt ; nor do we charge any ſuch thing 
upon the Church”of Rome: but 44. Daille nevers ſaid, that 
we may not charge mens Doftrines and Practices with ſuch 
Conſequences, as they, who teach thefe DoCtrines, diſown; 
for 24. Daille himſelf, in the place quoted by: the Biſhop, char- 
ges the Opinion of the Lutherans, and of the Church of Rome, 
about the manner of Chriſt's Prefence in-the Sacrament , wich 
inferring the deſtrubtion of the Humanity of Feſus Chriſt : and 
therefore the Biſhop concludes too much , when he.infers ; 7c 
x then a certain Maxim eſtabliſhed amongſt them , that they muſt 


mot in theſe caſes look, upon the Conſequences , which may be drawn Pag. 4. 


from a Dorine, but purely upon what he propoſes and acknowled- 
yes, mho teaches it. But the uſe A. Daille makes of it, is only 
this. Fhat- when ſuch ill Conſequences, as mens Doctrines 
xe juſtly chargeable with , have no Ull influence upon Wor- 
ſhip, or as he ſpeaks, 8 poy/0r..in them ;.if they diſown ſuch: 
Conſequences , 'this ought not to break Chriſtian Communion. 
And: therefore, though no man ought to.be received into the 
Communion of the Church, who denies the Humanity. of Je- 
fis Chriſt; yet the-National Synod at Charenton admits Luthe- 
fans to the Holy Table 3; becauſe whatever might be infer- 
xd from their Doctrine , yet they exprelly owned the Huma- 
tity of Chriſt 3 and this DoCtrinal Conſequence was a meer 
Speculative Error, which made no change at all in AQts of 
Worſhip; but when the Conſequences are not meerly ſpecu- 
ktive, but practical, and do not fo much concern, what other 
'men believe, and think, as what we our ſelves.are to do; as it 
is mthe Worſhip of Saints and Images, and the Hoſt, &s. to 
J -fay;thatwe muſt have no regard to Conſequences, if the Church 
Gifowns them, is to fay, that we muſt not conſider the nature 
'2nd tendeney of our Actions, nor what they are in God's ac- 
«count, but only what che Church thinks of them: - and there- 
fore though we wilb not charge the Church of Rome with 
believing any Conſequences, which ſhe diſowns; yet if her Do- 
Arines and Practices corrupt the Chriſtian Faith and Wor-- 
Hip, it is fit to charge her with ſach Corruptions ; and if 
the-Charge be juſt, though ſhe difown it, it will juſtifie our Se- 
"Paration from her-Communion.. 
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0 DOT TM 
| Religious Worſhip us terminated m Gad alone, 


| T He account the: Biſhop gives of that wterior Adoration, 
Pag. 4. which is. due tro God alowe, is very Sound and Orthodox; 
that it conſiſts privcipally in believing he 1s the Creator ana Lord of | 
all things, and in adhering to him with all the ' powers of our Soul, | 
by Faith, Hope , aad Charity, as tohim atone , Who can render us | 
happy by the communication of an infinite Good, which s himſelf. 
But there are-two things I except againſt in this SeCtion, as | 
\not. fairly ftate&: Firſt , concerning the exterior marks of Ade. | 
- ration. Secondly, concerning the terminating of Religious Worſhip. | 
As for the firſt, he tells us : Thes interior Adoration , which | 
we render unto God in Spirit and in Iruth, has its exterior marks | 
of which the principal 15 Sacrifice, which cannot be off ered to any but | 
.t0 God: And with reſpect to the ſecond, he tells us ; The. ſame 
_ .Church teaches us ,, that all Religions Worſhip ought to terminate in 
-God, as its neceſſary End ;, and that if the Honour, which, ſhe ren- | 
aers to the Blefjed Virgin, and to the Saints , maymn ſome ſenceie | 
called Religious, it ts for its neceſſary relation to God. , 
The Biſhop very well knew , that this is the main Seat of 
the Controverſie between us, and had: he intended by his-Ex- | 
poſition, to have put an end to our Diſputes; he: ſhould have 
taken a little more care about this Point ;. for-as he has-now | 
ſtated it, he has left the matter juſt as he found it. We fay, 
that all Religious Worſhip ought nos only to terminate in God, as itt 
zeceſſary End,but that God is the ſole and immediate Objett of 
all Religious Worſhip, and that wagmuſt worſhip none beſides 
Se 7 late Iimas our Saviourexpounds the Law. Thox hat wo; ſhip the 
Tra# «f the | Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt thus ſerve, Matth.q. We have | 
Objeft of Re- always denied any relativeWorſhip to be due to Creatures;far 
z” FWr-. to worſhip Creatures, is to make them Gods, and it is no ho- 
IT" nour to the Supreme God. to advance his own Creatures to di- 
vine Honours,to make more, though inferior, Gods: for God's 
ſake. We ſay, all external Acts of Religious Worſhip, are pt- 
culiar and appropriate to God, as well as Sacriſice; for fince 
we muſt worſhip none but God, whatever can be called Religt- 


eus Worſhip muſt be giyen to none beſides him; and the gg + 
$ 
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wenotdenlt plamiy inthis matter; : he ſays; that Sacrifice can 
I & offcred Lonone but God ;; but he has notitold ws, what he 
I ihinks of other exacrnal Acts of Worſhip, whether-they may 
J be payd to ſome exceilent-Creatures'; for ſince Sacrifice 18 not 
J « catural but-inftitured Worſhip 3 it nothing but Sacrifice is 
J peculiar to God, rhen all external natural Worſhip is common 
9:God-and Creatures, and then.in the ftate of nature, there 
I copld be-no-external aud viſible Difference, betweenthe wor+ 
J hip of God and Creatures, nor had-there been any under the 
JI Goſpel neither, had not;Chrift inftituted bis laſt Supper,which 
J the-Church of ;{Reme has transformed into a Sacrifice of his. 
natural Fleſh and Blood. | 
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ſaith ,"that-Gvd is :only-to beworſhipped. But then what be- 
ames.of that:Religious'Worſhip which is given co the Hirgin- 
I #fry , and Saints mrelationito God ? Does not this Worſhip, 
I *hich.is given to them., terminate inthem, and not in'God ?' 
J 4renot they the immediate and prqper Objefcts of that War- 
hip; -which-is givenito-them ? And does not the Object termi- 
J zi6-the Worſhip ? a racy of that-Worſhip,which 
JI they give to the Saints:And Bleſſed Virgin ?: Then they either 
J eve that Inferior Degree of Worſhip to-Gad, which 1s pro-. 
xr for Creatures,w hich is an.aftront. to his Majeſty andGreat- 
ads; or they give that Worſhip to Creatures, which 4s pro-. 
xr to God, which is:Idolatry. Whack plainly-thews., that 
J tht Worſhip, - which 1s given to: Creatures, 1s terminated in- 
thoſe creatures towhichir is given.z and therefore. if any de- 
free of Religious Worftip be given to Creatures, all ;Religi- 
J ous Worſtip does not terminate in'God, as he ſaid it mult ; 
Indi all Religions Worſhip muſt.terminate mGod , then no 
kehgious Worſhip muſt be |given-to Creatures, 18S.he grants 
may, .to the Virgim. ary andSarnts. | 
- {| Yes,you will fay, that Worſhip, -which.is given to; the. Saints. 
- IuCBlefſed Virgin,terminates in God, becauſe iti1s groen them. 
" {ion account of their Relation to God , but this 4s a: great 
| wſtake; their Relation to God can only ſerve: for. a Rene, 
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why they are worſhipped; but cannot terminate that worſhip 
on God which is given to them; becauſe not God, hut 
they themſelves are the Obje&,? and the ultimate Obje( of 
that Worſhip, which is given to them. | 

Though we ſhould grant, that God is honoured by that 
Worſhip, which is given to ſome excellent Creatures, who are 
his Friends and Favourites, yet the: Honour we' do to Godin 
this,” is of a very different nature from that worſhip, which'we 
pay to Creatures it does not conſiſt in this, that the worſhip 
we giveto Creatures is terminated on God, for it is terming. | 
ted upon thoſe Creatures whom we worſhip ; but the Honour 
muſt conſiſt in the Reaſon of our worſhip,that we worſhip them | 
for God's ſake: It is an honour to God by Interpretationand | 
Conſequence, as we intend it for God's Honour, or as God 
is plealed to think himſelf honoured by it; but it 1s no a of | 
Worſhip to God, and therefore not terminated on him. The } 
Worlhip can go no further than its proper Obje@, though 
the Reaſon of the Worſhip may - For there is a great deal of 
difference between an Object,and a Medium of Worſhip; a me- 
dium of Worſhip, which is only a repreſentative Object, re- | 
ceives our Worſhip,but does not terminate 1it,but convey. it to 
that Being. it repreſents; becauſe it is worſhipped only in the | 
place and ſtead of another, as it is in that Worſhip, which is 
given to the Images of Chriſt and the Saints 3 which ſome Di- 
vines of the Church of Kome tell us, is not terminated on thel- 
mages, but on Chriſt or the Saints refffeſented by thoſe Imz- 
ges , but a proper object of Worſhip, which receives worſhip 
in its own proper perſon, for whatſoever reaſon it is worſhip- 
ped, it terminates the Worſhip 3 the Worlhip , which is g- 
ven to it, goes not beyond its ſelf, though the Reaſon of the 
Worthip may reach farther, and be thought to refle& ſome 
Honour upon God, and to teſtifie our Love and Reverence 
for him by that Worſhip we pay to thoſe, who are dear to 
him. So that if we do give Religious Worſhip to the Virgin 
Mary and Saints, ſuch Worſhip is terminated on them, and 
then all Religious Worſhtp 1s not terminated on'God, as he 
ſays the Church of Rome teaches it muſt be, which yet tex 
ches alſo the Worſhip of Saints and the Bleſſed Virgin. Me 
thinks he ſhould have taken care to have ſtated this matter a 
little plainer:Forif he can not reconcile the Doftrine and Pradt- 
ice of the Church together , I fear his Expoſition will rather 
increaſe than end Corirwerſies, *' Thus 
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-- Thus how donbtfully does he ſpeak ; If the Honony ſhe ver 
ders to the Bleſſed Virgin and to the Saints, may, in ſome-ſenſe, be 
+ called Religions, it is for its neceſſary Relation toGod. Why does 
he not tell us plainly , whether this Honour the Church of 
- Rome gives to Saints and the Virgin be Religious, or not, and 
.in what ſenſe it may be called Religious Honour ? If he under- 
take to expound the Catholick Faith, why does he not do it ? 
. Why does he ſpeak ſo cautiouſly ? As if he were afraid to own, 
what the Faith of the Church is in this point ? Which yet is a 
very material one, and very neceſlary to be truly ſtated. Thus 
I can nnderftand, how the Honour , which is given to Crea- 
tures, may have Relation to God, v3z. becauſe we honour them 
for God's Sake,and upon account of their relationto him z but I 
do not underſtand how this relation to God,makes the Honour 
of Creatures a Religious Honour. For though we honour Crea- 
tures for God's Sake, yet the Honour we give to Creatures muff 
be ſutable to their own Natures, and therefore not that Religi- 
ous Honour, which is proper to God only : As when we honour 
aman for the ſake of our Father, or our Prince, we do not give 
tim that Honour, which is proper to our Father,or our Prince, 
though we hon6ur him for their Sakes. And therefore if the 
Church of Rome does give religious Honour to any Creatures, 
It wi] not juſtifie her , in giving religious . Honour to Crea- 
. tures,that ſhe honours them for God's Sake; for Creatures are 
Creatures ſtill , though never fo nearly related to God , and 
therefore not capable of Religious Honours. | 
- So that I do not ſee, how this Explicttion, if it may be ſo 
called, takes off any ObjeCtion, that was ever made againſt the 
Church of Rome, about the ObjeCt of Religious Worſhip. For 
if by all Religious Worſhip being terminatedon God, he means, that 
mw other Being muſt be religiouſly worſhipped but only God ; 
then this is an invincible Objection againſt that Religious 
Worſhip, which the Church of Rome gives to the Bleſſed Vir- 
gin, and to Saints and Angels. If he means by it, that Religious 
Worſhip may be given to other Beings beſides God, 10 it be all 
terminated in God, then all the other Obje&tions againſt wor- 
ſhipping any other Being beſides God,arein full force {til}, not- 
withſtanding his Explication : their Relation to God will not 
jaſtifie the Religious Worſhip of Creatures, and it is contrary 
toall Senſe and Reaſon to ſay, That the Worſhip, which is 


given to Creatures, is terminated on God. 
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Invocation of Saints. 


Here are two great Objections againſt that Worſhip, 

4 + which the Church of Rome gives to Saints departed, who 
now reign with Chriſt in Heaven, as the Council of Trent 
teaches. 1. Thatit 1s to give them that Religious Worſhip, 
which is due only to God. 2. That it makes them our Medi- 
ators and Interceſſors in Heaven, which is an Honour peculiar 
to Chriſt. Now 4. de Meaux, and after him, the Author of 
the Charafter, think to remove thele Objections, only by ex- 
plaiving the DoCtrine of their Church about this matter; and 
I ſhall diſtinctly confider, what they ſay to each of theſe. 

- 1. As for the firſt, That in praying to Saints they do not 
give them that worſhip, which is due only to God, they think 
is evident from hence, That the Council of Trert and the Cate- | 
chiſm ad Parochos teachesthem only,to pray ro Saints to pray for 
them:The Biſhop takes great pains to prove this to be the ſenſe 
of the Council, and therefore , that 17 what terms ſoever thoſe | 
Prayers,which we addreſs to Saints, are couched, the Intention of the | 
Church , and of her Faithful , reduces them always to this Form, 
Now 1 will not- diſpute this matter at preſent, but refer my 
Reader to the Anſwer to a Papift miſrepreſented. 

But ler us ſuppoſe, that this is all rhe Church of Rome intends 
by it, that we ſhonld only pray to the Saints to pray for us, 
what advantage can they make of this? Yes, ſays the Adver- 
tiſement before the Biſhop's Expolition,p.12. To pray to Saints 
only to pray for us, 1s a kind of Prayer, which by its own nature, is 
fo far from Peing reſerved by an Independent Being to himſelf , it 
can never be adarefſed to him : That is , we muit never pray.to: 
God to pray for us; and therefore ſuch a Prayer is no part of 
that Worſhip,which is due to God. And he adds, Ff this Form 
of Prayer, pray for us,diminiſhed the truſt we have in God, it would 
be no leſs condemnable to uſe it tothe Living thay tothe Dead ;, and 
St, Paul would not have. ſaid ſo often , Brethren, pray for us : 
the whole Scripture 1 full of Prayers of this nature. Thns the Au- 

Papiſt miſre- thor of the Character, tells ns. 41» rhes, be does not at all mg. 
preſented, p.3. left coming to. God? or rob him of his horiour,, but direfing all his 
Ed. 2. mY Prayers 
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Prayers up t0 him, and making him the ultimate ObjeCt of all his Pes 
titions, He only deſires ſometimes the juſt on Earth, ſometimes thoſe 
in Heaven -to joyn their Prayers to his , that ſa the number of 
Petitioners being increaſed, the Petition may find better acceptance 
in the ſight of God : and this 15 not to Ne them Gods , but only 
Petitioners to God : He having no hopes of obtaining any thing, but 
of God alone. 

This is the leaſt that can poſſibly be made of that Worſhip, 
they give to Saints, which is not reconcileable with theirpra- 
(tice neither ; andif it ſhould appear;that this (as little as it is 
thought to be) 15 to give that Worſhip to Creatures, which is 
due to God, they mult e'en reject praying to Saints to pray for 
them, as they now do 57”; in their aid and aſliſtances, and 


power tokeep them. X | 
Now [only ask, whether Prayer be notan ACt of Religion, 


anda worſhip due toGod ? if it be not, why do they pray to 
God? if it be, then they give the worſhip of Gad to Saints, 
when they pray to them.” For it is not ſo much, the matter of 
our Prayer, as the nature of Prayer , which makes it an A& 
of Religion. We may pray to God for thoſe things , which 
men can glve, viz. Food and Raiment, and yet theſe are as re- 
ligious prayers. as when we ask ſuch things of God, as none 
can give but himſelf; and by the ſamereaſon, though we pray 
to Saints only to do that for us, whicha creature can do, that 
5,only to pray to God for us, yet our very praying to them is 
an Act of religians worſhip, which 1s due only to God. 

The truth 1s,1 am ſo dull, that I cannot ſee, what makes theſe 
tw Reformers of the Roman-Catholick Doctrine and Wors- 
ſhip,ſo ſhy of owning any other ad and aſſiſtaxce, which They ex- 
J pect fromthe Saints, but only their prayers for them: for this 
makes noalteration at all in the nature of that worſhip , they 
pay to them. For ſuppoſe the Saints in Heaven (who now 
reign with Chriſt, as the Council affirms) were. intruſited with 
(the Guardianſhip of men , and the care of Saints on Earth, as 
Cardinal Bellarmine exprelly ſays they are;might we not as law- 0 HIP 
I fully pray to them to imploy that power, God has committed {,,4 hue. 
to them, for our good and happineſs, as to uſe their intereſt 1. 1. c. 20. & 

with God for us by their prayers? Does one exalt 5ow- more a- Cc: 18. 
bove the condition of creatures than the other ? Map we not 
teg our Friends on Earth;torelieve our wants and neceſſities.as 
well as to pray for us? And if begging the prayers of our Friends 
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on Earth will juſtifie our praying to the Saints in Heaven, tg 
pray for us; our asking an Alms on Earth, will equally juſtifie 
our begging the aid and aſſiſtance, as well as prayers, of the 


Saints in Heaven ; and then we are juſt where we were. Ang. 


if ever there were any good Arguments againſt praying tg 
Saints, they are all good ſill, though they pray to Saints only 
to pray for them: which is my only buſinels at preſent, to ſhew 


(according to the Biſhop's deſire) that his Explication leaves all 


the Objeftions in full force, andall the Diſputes untouched. 

So that ſetting aſide the matter of our prayers, or what iti 
weask, which makes no alteration in this caſe, the inquiry.is, 
Whether when we pray to Saints, we do not give that wor: 
ſhip to them, which is peculiar and appropriate to God ? 
Now the Church of Reme,is fo far fromehinking ſuch pray. 
ers to be the peculiar worſhip due to God, that ſhe thinks it as. 
innocent to pray to the Saints in Heaven to pray for ns, as it is 
todeſire the prayers of our Chriſtian Brethren an Earth. The 
Biſhop ſays, The Churchix teaching us,that it is profitable to pray to 
Saints, teaches us to pray to them in. the ſame ſpirit of Charity, and 
according tothe: ſame order of fraternal Soctety, which moves us to 
demand aſſiſtance of cur Brethren living on Earth, "The CharaQter 
to the ſame purpoſe makes our deſiring ſometimes the Saints on 
Earth, ſometimes thoſe in Heaven, to joyn thetr prayers with ours, to 
be Actionsof the very ſame nature, and equally lawful. This 
is the true Pinch of the Controverke., and heret is we part 
with the Church of Rome; that we think , theve is ſome diffe- 
rence between ſpeaking to our Chriſtian Brethren on Earth, 
whom we ſee, and converſe with, and praying to the Saints in 
Heaven) with all the external expreſſions of religious worſhip 


and adoration : The firſt is to converſe with them as men; the | 


ſecond is ſuch a manner of Addreſs,as 1s proper only for a God. 
To pray to Saints is ſomewhat more than to deſire our Chri- 
fan Friends to pray for us; it 1s ſuppliciter eos 1nvocare , as 


the Council of Tret ſpeaks, to invoke them,or callon them,in / 


the manner of Supplicants ; ſo that this muſt be acknowledged 
a worſhip of the Saints ; andthen it muſt beeither a civil orre-' 
hgious worſhip ; and which of theſe two it is, muſt be knowtt 
by the manner of paying it. And therefore when all the cir- 
cumſtances of worſhip are retigious, we muſt acknowledge the 
worſhip to bereligions too : Such as praying to them in religt- 


ous Places,in Churches and Chappels,and at conſecrated Altaryy j 


with 
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with bended knees, and hands and eyes lifted up, in a very de- 
yout. manner, When they ſee no hody to ſpeak to, or to receive. 
their Addreſſes, unleſs it be the image of the Saint they wor- 
ſkip. Thus ſome Nations worſhip their Gods, but no People 
ever paid their clyil reſpects to each other in this manner. 

But as | obſerved in my Reply ( p. 66.) There 4s one infallible 
ditin&10n berween crvil and religious worſhip, berween the worſhip of 
Grd and men : That the worſhnp of the inviſible Inhabitants of the 0- 
I ther World has always been accounted religious worſhip. Civil re- 
I fects are confined to this World, as all natural and civil Relations, 
Jl which are the foundation of civil reſpetts, are ;, but we have no in- 
tereour ſe with the other World, but what 1s religious. And therefore 
« the different kinds and degrees of civil. honour, are diſtinguiſhed by 
J the Sight of the Objett, to which they are paid, though. the external 
its and expreſſions are the ary : as when men bow the body,and are 
movered, you krow what kind of honcur it 1s by ſeeing, who is pre= 
knt, whether their Father, their Friend, or their Prince, or ſome 0- 
Jl hr Honourable Perſon : So the moſt certain mark of. diſtinftzon be- 
meer civil and religious worſhip is this, that the one relates to this 
JVirld, the other to, the inviſible Inhabitants of the next. In this 
J it Paragraph the Proteſter ſays (p.35.)We have aConſequence 
J 4 Compariſon, and both ſo excellent in their kinds, that if any bet- 

Y tr connexion can be found in them,then between the Monument and 
ir May-pole, it muſt be by one, who has found one trick, more in Lo- 
ik,-than ever Ariſtotle kyew. Sometimes indeed AriStorle's Lo- 
ack does not do ſuch teats,as one would expect; but i little na- 
ural Logick, called common ſenſe, would havecſhewed him the 
wmexion. For I fhink, there is ſome ſence in ſaying, that as. 
tie different degrees of civil honour, though moſt of the ex- 
Yiernal ſigns of honour be the ſame, ſuch as kneeling, bowing 
tie body, uncovering the head, may yet bedilfinguuthed by the: 
Ireſence of the Objz&t,to which it 1s paid 3. whether 1t be our 
ther, or our Prince: So though theexternal ſigns of civil and 
Filigious honour, are in many inſtances the ſame, yet civil and 
religions worſhip may be vilibly diſtivguiſhed, by the object to: 
Which it is.given :. For civil worſhip can. belong only to the [n- 
labitants of this World ; but whatever worſhip 1s given to the 
mifble Inhabitants of the other World, is religious..” 

Now if this be ſo, then to-pray to Saints,now. they are re- 
woved out of this World intoan inviſible ſtate, 1s to givereli- 
Ws worſhip to themz which makes a vaſt ditterence between: 

| | __ prayive 
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praying to the Saints in Heavento pray for us, and ſpeaking 


to our fellow-Chriſtians on Earth to pray for us. 

The Proteſter is willing to grant, or at leaſt ſuppoſe, that the 
honour-or worſhip,which is given to the inviſible lnhabitantsof 
the other World,is religious worſhip; but ſtill he ſays, it re. 
mains to be proved, that all religious reſpect? and honour ts ſoadj. 
vine honour,as tomake a God of the thing, to which it is paid, at leaf 
conftruftively : This I thinkzis no hard matter to do ; but I ſhall 
firſt conſider his Arguments againſt it, and all that he ſays, js, 
Thar if it be true,it proves roo much,and will bring my ſelf in forg 
ſpare with them, jn giving religious worthip to creatures,andſp 
making Godsof them, at leaſt conſtructively. He inftances in 
that Cuſtom of bowing to the Altar, or Communion Table, ag he 
calls it, and bowing at the name of Feſus ; but this ſhall be con. 
dered, when I come to the worſhip of Images. His other in- 
ſtances concern that religions reſpett, which we allow due to ſacred 
places and things,and a religious decency to the bodys of Saints and 
Martyrs ;, but what is this toa religious worſhip. The ref] 
we ſhew to ſuch things and places, is no more than a civil re- 
ſpe&, which conſiſts in a decent uſage, in ſeparating them from 
vile and common purpoſes; and it is called a religious reſpett, 
not from the nature of the reſpect, but trom the reafon, why 
we give it,viz. out of reverence to God,to whole worſhip they 
are ſeparated, Thus that love and honour we pay to a living 
Saint, though it riſe no higher than the expreſſions of a civil 
reſpect, may befaid to be religious, when weloveand honour 
them for God'STake ; but this is an external denomination fron 
the Cauſe and Motive, not from the nature of the At, and 


therefore cannot make Gods of them, becauſe it is not religion | 


worſhip;bat to give proper religious worſhip to any Being,ist0 
give it that worſhip,which is proper only to God, which jsthe 
only way to make any Being a God, which is not a God. ; 

Now if this be a true notion, that all worſhip, which is given 
to the inviſible Inhabitants of the other World,is religious 
worſhip,l will eaſily prove,that we muſt worſhip no other in- 
vilible Being , but God alone, and therefore cannot pray to 
Saints in Heaven, without giving the worſhip of God to them, 

And my reaſon is this, Becauſe God challenges all religions, 
worſhip to himſelf; as our Saviour tells us , 7 hoy ſhalt worſhip 
the Lord thy Goa, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve, Matth.g. It lems 
to me a very needleſs diſpute, what 1s the peculiar aud incom-F 


municableſ- 
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gunicable-Wor ſhip, which mult be given to none but the Su- 

eme God, when God has appropriated all Religious Wor- 
ſhip to himlelf,whatever act of religious Wor#1ipGod requires 
wto pay to himſelf, muſt be given to none elſe zaand therefore 
fall Worſhip payd to inviſible Beings , be in its own Nature . 
religious Worſhip, wemult worſhip no Invilible Being, but 
mly God. For it all Worſhip of Invitible Beings be religious, 
ad God challenges all religious Worſhip to himſelf, then we 
muſt worſhip no Inviſible Being but only God ; for to worſhip 
uy other Invilidle Being, 1s to give religious Worſhip to that, 
which is not God. . 


| But the Proteſter thinks I ought to have allowed for the 


ach I ſuppoſe as they call their Larria or Dulia, Snpreme or 
wordinate, Abſolute or Relative, Terminative or Tranſient 
Whip; but there is no place for theſe different Degreesand 
iſtinQions of religious Worſhip, it we muſt worſhip no 0- 
tr Inviſible Being , but only God ; for if there be but one 
be& of religious Worlhip, there is no need to diſtinguiſh 
tisgWorſhbip into difterent Kinds and Degrees, as Civil Wor- 
lipis, which has very numerous and very different Objects. If 
muſt give no Worthip to any inviſible Being beſides God, it 
diculous to diſpute, what Degree of Worihip we may law - 
ly give them, when we muſt give them none. ; 

\Andir is a good Argument, that there are no different Kinds 
Wikeligious Worſhip; one whichis Supreme and Soveraign, 
aldue to the one Supreme God ;z, other Inferior and Subordi- 
we Degrees of Worihip , which may be paid to thoſe Excel- 
katSpirits,. which are very dear to God, and the Miniſters of 
8Providence; becauſe there are noexternal and vilible Signs, 
ddſtinguiſh between ſuch different Degrees of religions Wor- 
Ip. As Civil Worſhip is confined to the Inhabirants of this 
World, and is thereby diſtinguiſhed from religious Worſhip ; = 
bthe Different Degrees of Civil Honour, thoughthe External 
ens and Expreſſions of it zre the fame, are diſtinguiſhed by 
evitble Preſence of the Object to which it is paid for when 
tan bows or uncovers his head, we know what kind of Ho- 
pe uritis, by conſidering the Relation, or the Quality, of the 
1ipſſ0n, £0 whomir is paid, whether he be a Father, a Prince, or 
vile and good man. Bur if there were more Inviſible Beings. 
1.$40ne to worſhip, though there might be different Degrees. 


ble}: - of 


iferent Kinds and Degrees of Religions as well as Civil Honour. P98: 35+ 
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of Internal Honour and Worſhip paid to them, according to 
the different Apprehenſions men had of their ſeveral Degrees 
of Perfection ; yet the External Signs of Worſhip muſt be the 
ſame in all. And thus there would be no viſible diſtinEion be. 
tween the Worſhip of the Supreme God, ang created Spirits, 
and Glorifyed Souls of dead men; and therefore if it be neceþ 
ſary to diſtinguiſh between the Worſhip of God and Crez- 
tures, we mult worſhip no Inviſible Being , but only the $y- 
preme'God. | | 

TheProteſter propoſes ſome ways, whereby the aifferent kind; | 
and degrees of Religious Worſhip may be diſtinguiſhed ;, as by the in. | 
tention of the Giver ;, but this is not a Viſible DiltinCtion: For | 
mens intentions are private to themſelves , and there is no 
difference in the Viſible Acts of Worſhip,to make ſuch a diſtin. 
Ction,or by ſome Viſible Repreſentation; that is by Images : This|[ 
grant, would make as viſiblea DiſtinCtion between the Wor. 
| thipof God, and Chriſt, and the Virgin 2ary,”as the preſence 
of the perſon diſtinguiſhes the Kitids and Degrees of Civil Ho- 
nour ; for when we ſee, whoſe Image they worſhip, we may 
certainly tell what Being they direct therr Worſhip to; but } 
the fault of this is., that it is forbid by the Law of God; of 
which morein the next Section; or by Determination ef other Cir- 
cumſtances, but what theſe are, I cannot tell, and thereforecan 
lay nothing to it. 4 

The Church of Rome indeeddoes appropriate the Sacrifice of 
the Maſs to God, as his peculiar Worſhip, which muſt not beg- 
ven to any other Being; and if this be ſo, then indeed we cat 
certainly tell, when we ſee a Prieſt offering the Sacrifice of 
the Maſs, that he offers 1t to the Supreme God; but there area 
great many other Acts of Worſhip, which we owe to God, be 
11des the Sacrifice of the Maſs, and in every Aft of Worſhip God 
ought to be viſibly diſtinguiſhed from Creatures; and yet if 
all the other External AQts of Worſhip be common to God, and 
Creatures, where is the diſtinftion ? And yet the Sacrifice of 
the Maſs can be offered only by the Prieſt, fo that the whole 
Layiry cannot perform any one Act of Worſhip to God, which 
is pecnltar to him,and therefore can make no-Vifible DiſtinCion 
in their Worſhip between God and Creatures. 

And yet the very Sacrifice of the Maſs is not ſo appropris- 
. tedtoGod in the Church of Rome , but-thar it is offered to 

God in Honour of the Saints. This the Biſhop of Condon 
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Bo. FR 

( p- 7.) endeavours to excuſe by ſaying; This Honorr which 

we render them ( the Saints ) in Sacrificing, conſiſts in naming theme 
in the Prayers we. offer up to God, as his Faithful Servants, and 

in renaring him thanks for the Viftories they have gained, and in 

humbly beſeeching him,that he would vouchſafe to favour us by their 
Interceſſion. | Ml: 
- Now it is very true, according to the Council of Trert, the 

Prieſt . offers the Sacrifice only to God, but they do- ſome- 
'what more than name the Saints in their Prayers,for they offer 
the Sacrificein Honour to the Saints, as well as to God, which 
the Biſhop calls ro Honour the Memory of the Saints ; Now if Sa- = $ Stil- 
crifice be an ACt of Honour and Worſhip to God, it ſounds ve- þ cx - 
ry odly to worfhip or honour God for the Honour of his*,;{curſe con- 
Saints, which ſeems to make God only the Meg&ium of Wor- cerning 14e- 
ſhip to the Saints , whoare the terminative objeCt of it ; and /a*ry p. 216. 
that the Saints are concerned in this Sacrifice appears' from Sc: 

this , That by this Sacrifite they izplore the Interceſſion of the 
Saints , that thoſe whoſe Memories we celebrate on Earth, would 

vouchſafe to intercede' for us inHeaven, The Biſhop tranſlates 

implorat by Demand , for what reaſon Icannot tell ; -and makes 

- this Imploring or Beſeeching to refer to God, not to the Saints, 
- whoſe Patronage, Patrocinia, and Interceſſion they pray, they 

'"wonld youchſate chem,contrary to the plain Senſe of the Coun- 
cil, and I think to common Sence too :. For I do not well un- 

derſtand offering Sacrifice to God, that he may procure for 
us the Interceſſionof the Saints; for if he can be perſwaded to 
favour us ſo far , as to intercede with the Saints to be our 1n- 

terceſſors , he may «as well grant our Requeſts without their 
Interceſſion ; and yet the Biſhop -was very ſenſible;that if 
we offer up our Prayers to the Saints in the Sacrifice of the 
Maſs, it does inevitably intitle them to the Worſhip of that Sa- 
crifice, which, they ſay, muſt be offered only toGod. Heal- 
leadges indeed St. Auſtins Authority, who underſtood nothing "IS ISI 
of this Myſtery of the Sacrifice of the Maſs, and how far he — Fu £4 
was from thinking of any thing of this Nature, is evident to a- «, ,,. Sha 
- Ny man, who conſults the place. | 
- . But the Church of Rome ( as the Biſhop obſerves p. 8.) 

has been charged by ſome of the Reformation, not only with 
giving the Worſhip of God to Creatures , when they pray to 

the Saints, but with attributing the Divine Perfeions to _ h 
o G -- WC 
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fuch as 4 certain kind of immenſity and Knowledge of the Secret, 
of hearts; far if they, be not: preſent, in all places , where'they 
are worſhipped, how can they hear the Prayers , which are 
made tothemat ſuch. diſtant places at the ſame time ?_ if they 
do not know our thoughts, how can they underſtand thoſe men- 
tal Prayers, which areoffered to them without words, only in 
our ſecret thoughts-and, Deſires ? for even ſuch Prayers are 
expreſly allowed by the Council, yas vel entre. 

- Now to this..he anſwers, very well ,. that though they be- 
lieve the Saints do by one, means or other know the Prayers, 
' which are madeto them, either by the Aniſtry and Communica- 
tion of. Angels, or. by a particular Revelation from God,or in his 
Divine Efjence,in which all iruth is compriſed, yet never any Catha- 
 lick;yet thought, theSaints knew our. Neceſſities by their own Power, 
0 nor the deſires. which-move us t0 addreſs our ſecret Prayers to them, 
And to ſay a. Creature may have a Knowledge of oy things, bya 
light communicated to them. by God , 1s not to elevate a Creature 
above lis Condition, This I grant and therefore do acknow- 
ledge , that they do not attribute the divine perfeCtions of 
Omniſcience or Omaipreſence to the Saints , either in thought 
or word, but yet actions have as natural a {fygnification as 
words ; and if we give them ſuch a worſhip, as naturally ſig- 
nifies Omniſcience and Omnipreſence , our worſhip attributes. 
the incommunicable perfeCtions of God to them. For it is 
ungnatural andabſurd toworſhipa Being, who is not preſent to 
receive our worſhip; toſpeak ro a-Being, who does not, and 
cannot hear us; and ſince God has made us reaſonable Crea- , 
tures, to underitand what we do,and why , he interprets our 
actions, as wel] as words and thoughts, according to their natu- 
ral ſignification. And herein the natural evil of creature- 
worſhip conſiſts, That every aft of religious worſhip does 
naturally involve in ita Confeſſion of ſome excellency and per- 
tection, which 1s above a created nature, and thereby (what- 
ever the worſhipper thinks or intends} does attribute the in- 
communicable Glory of God to creatures. | 

If the Saints are not preſent in all places to hear thoſ 
prayers which are made to-them , and if they canpot hear in 
Heaven, what we ſay to-them on Earth , by their own powtr, 
then prayer 1sa worſhip , which is not .due to their nature, 
even 1n a glorified ſtate, For no being can have a right to 

n Qur 
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otir: prayers, who cannot. hear them 3 and though we ſhould 
. grant, that God reveals our prayers to them, yet to know by 
- Revelation is not to hear. In this caſe all that can bereaſonable 
' forns to do, is only ſecretly to deſire, that the Saints would 
pray for us, which God can reveal to them , if he pleaſes, as 
well as our prayers z but it can never be reaſonable td pray 
to thoſe, who cannot hear us. . BRING 


And it prayer cannot be due to a created nature in its moſt 


exalted ſtate, becauſe no creature can be preſent in all places 
to hear our prayers , then if it be a proper worſhip for crea- 


\ tures, it muſt be ſo by a poſitive Inſtitution of God ; but 


then they muſt ſhew an expreſs command, for it , and when 
they can do that , we will diſpute the reaſon of the thing no 
| longer. Do fety Wit | 
And this is a manifeſt reaſon, why we ſhould worſhip no 0- 
ther inviſible Being beſides God, becauſe no other inviſible Be. 
ing is capable of our worſhip. Gcd alone fills all places,and 
therefore may be worſhipped , though we do not ſee him , 
for he is. preſent every where to hear our prayers; but we 
cannot. know, that any Being, of a limited: preſence , is pre- 
ſent with us, unleſs we ſee it 3 and it is unnatural to pray to 
any Being, who is not preſent to hear us. 

And though the Church of Rome does not directly and po- 
ſitively attribute any divine perfeCtions to Saints, yet man- 
kind are fo naturally: prone to aſcribe a kind of Divinity to 
immortal and inviſible Spirits., that this is a fufficient reaſon, 
why God ſhould not allow the worſhip of any inviſible Spirits. 
For after all that can be faid to the contrary , it isa mighty 
temptation to men, at leaſt to make inferior Deities of. thoſe, 
to whom they conſtantly. pay divine honours. + : 

-. And though they do ror attribute to:Saints a natural power 
to:;know our thoughts, and to hear our prayers, and to anſwer 
' them; yet if this ſupernatural git and power ,, whereby they 
do it, be as conſtant, and act as certainly as 'nature does, it 1s 
as great and adorable a perſetion, as if it were nitural : for 
fince all created Excellencies are the gift of God, what migh- 
ty difference. is there between a natural and ſupernatural per- 
tection, or:gift, if that which is-ſapernatural; be as certain and 
laſting , and that which they.can as conſtantly uſe , as that 
which is natural. As to take their own inſtance :- Were the 
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_ giftof Propheſie,” whirl God beſtowed on) ſome in:former:A- 
Tes," as conſtant and'certain, as-natural knowledge 3 that they - 
could uſerhis gift, whenever they pleaſed , and as conſtant. ' 
ly foretel things to come, as they could reaſon and diſcourſe; 
what difference would there be .1n this caſe between a natural 
and ſupernatural knowledge of future things : truly no more 
but this; That a natural knowledge is a perfettion , which 
God did originally beſtow. npon our nature: ſupernatural 
knowledge is an additional perfection, bur yet upon this ſup. 
poſition, as inſeparably annexed to our natures as natural 
knowledge,and always as ready for ule asthat z; which 1 think, 
would make ſuch a Prophet as truly venerable, as if Prophelie 
were natural to him. . _ ay 
\ Thus ir 1s'in this preſent caſe. If th? Saints know our pray- 
ers, by what means ſoever. they do it, it muſt be as conſtant 
and laſting a gift, as if it were natural ; that is, they mult as 
certainly know when, and what we pray for, every time we | 
pray , as if they were preſent .to hear us. - For if they do not 
always know our prayers, we can never know, when to pray, 
and can never . have any ſecurity of their interceſſion fur us ; 
many thonſand AveAaries may be.every day loſt, and turn to 
no account ; and if they do conſtantly know this by a ſuperna- 
tural gift, it is as glorions a perfeCtion,as if this knowledge 
were natural. Mankind do not fo critically diſtinguiſh be- 
tween natural and ſupernatural ' gifts , in whomſoeyer theſe 
perfeCtions are ,. they. are divine, and: ſuch.creatures have a 
ſupernatural kind of Divinity. annexed to their natures ; they 
are made Gods,though not Gods by nature , which is as much 
as any. people believe of rheir inferiorDeities, who believe but 
one Supreme and-Sovereign God, who is a God by nature. 
And' yet the Author of the Character. of 4 Papift repreſen- 
red , gives ſome inſtances, which would perſwade us, that the 
Saints have.a natural knowledge of our prayers. - Thus he 


tells us, That Abraham heard the petitions of Dives, who was yet . , 


at a greater diſtance, even in Hell , and tuld him likewiſe his man 
ner of living, while as yet on Earth, (p. 4.) Now not to ask,how 
he comes 10 exaCtly to know, where Helt 1s, and that it is at 
a greater dultance from Heaven, . than the- Earth is: If there 
de any forcein this Argument , it muſt: prove, that: the Saints 


have a natural knowledge of our prayers, though at ſo great -Þ4 


a 
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ſtance from ns ,* as Heaven is: That they ſee, and hear 
gs, #s Abrabam did Dives, though 'we cannot ſee and hear 
jew; as Dives did Abraham \ which might have fatisfied him, 
ice: he thinks fit to reaſon from Parables , that whatſoever 
ifance there is between Heaven and Hell, there is a greater 
mmmunication between them , than between Heaven and 
th, However: onr Saviour cannot here ſpeak of any ſu- 
zmatural gift ', whereby Abraham ſaw and heard Dives in 
Yell; unleſs we will fay , that Dives did by a fupernatural 
it alſo , ſee and hear Abraham in Heaven ; and therefore if 
is prove anſthing, it proves , that Saints know and hear 
nr prayers by their own natural powers. | 
Thus he adds, That the very Devils bear thoſe: deſperate 
tches , who call on them; and why then ſhould he doubt, that 
ints want this priviledge in ſome manner granted to ſinful men 
al wicked ſpirits. . But though he call this a Pciviledge, I ſup- 
oe, he means a natural one, unleſs he thinks, that the De- 
i&hear witches by a ſupernatural revelation , as the Saints in 
keren hear the prayers of the Saints onEarth : But I always 
lmght,that Devils had been a little nearer bad men, than the 
lints in Heaven are to us on Earth; for they are confined to 
ts Lower Region, and Therefore are often ſo near, as to ſee 
hear bad men; though they are inviſible themſelves: And 
lis.is one reaſon, why God will not allow: us to worſhip any 
rilble Spirits, becanſe though we ſnould intend'only to wor- 
ipgood Spirits, and glorified Saints, yet bad Spirits, who 
nar and preſent , as. having their reſidence in the Air:, as 
k Devil is called the Prince of the Power of the Air, do af- 
lime this worſhip to themſelves , and both corrupt.the wor- 
Wp, andabuſe their Votaries,, with lying Wonders. Thus 
ley did in the times of Paganiſm,and whether they have mores 
mrence for the Chriſtian Saints, than they had for the Pagan 
ities, in aſſuming their names and worſhip, let others con 
Jr. ET | WL 
But'to return to the Biſhop. He having.aſſured us,that the 
ureh of Rozze does not aſcribe any divine perfeCtions-to the 
Wits (.of which the Reader may: judge-by- what 1 have al 
aly diſcourſed ) he thus concludes. 1t is therefore true,that by Pag. 9. 
mining what are our interiour Seutiments concerning the Saints, it 
"F*be found we wanot raiſe them above the condition of Gs, 
an 
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and -from thence we ought to .juage of what nature that exterior 1,.ll 
our 15,which we render them ;, exterior Veneration being eſtablih 
ta teſtifie the mterior Sentiments of the mind : That'is, wenn 
conclade, they do not give the worſhip of God to them: bull 
cauſe they do nor believe them to be Gods. Now this, i conÞ 
teſs, would be true, wergghe external Signs of. honour whole 
arbitrary, and at our own choice; for:then they-could ſignif 
no more , than what we intend to. fignifie by them , and we 
ought not to be charged with intending to- fignifie more, thy 
what we profeſs tointend 3 but wheneither theA@' of workin 
naturally ſigndfies divine perfeCions, as prayeFto an inviſhi 
Being does, or God has reſerved any Acts of worſhip to him 
lelf, -as he has done all religious worſhip, that is, all worſhip 
paid to invilible Beings , as I have already ſhewn ; in thelf 
caleswe may be guilty of giving divine honours to creature 
though in words and intention, we aſcribe no divine perfed 
ons to them. | 
So that I cannot ſee, but that, after all the fine colours, ani 
ſoft interpretations, which the Biſhop puts upon this pratticlf 
of the Church of Rome , in praying to Saints, the.chargea# 
gain(t them of giving the peculiar worſhip of God to crea 
tures, 1s as ſtrong and forcible as ever. 
Secondly, let us now conſider, whether our praying toth 
Saints to pray and intercede for us, be not injurious toth 
Merits and Mcdiation of Chriſt. Now there are two thigs 
the Biſhop urges to prove, that the Mediation of Saintsis'no 
Pag. 6. injurious to the Mediation of Chriſt. 1. Thar if the quality 
' Mediator, which the Scriptures gives to Jeſus Chriſt, received mi 
prejudice from the Interceſſon made to theSaints., who reign with 
' God, it would receive no leſs from the unterceſſuon} made to the Fay 
Nam li prop-. ful who live with ns. - For this he alledgesthe Authority of-thaff 
ay ame? Catechiſm ad Parochos ,, which-tells us, That if it were not la 
we "pA ful to deſire the help,pf the Saints., becauſe we have 'one Patron 
quod unum Mediator Feſus Chriſt , the Apoſtle would not ſo earneſtly ha 
patronum ha- deſired the prayers of the Brethren, who were then living, to God ff 
benus jelum hip, "For the glory and dignityof Chriſt,as Meaiator, is not leſt 
Cy miniſhed by. the prayers of. the tyving , than by the interceſſion 
quam xlooon: © at in Haas. vole 6 by 
{tolus, ut ſe Deo tanto ſtudio fratrum viventium precibus adjuvartvellet ; neq; enim min 
Tivorum Preces , quam eorum, qui in Ccelis ſunt, ſanctbrum deprecatio, Chriſti Meditot 
tgloriam& dignitatem imminuerent, Catech, Rom. part. 3. Tit. de cultu & vener, ſantt, 
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This.is the leaſt that can be made of it, that the Mediation 
{iaterceſſion of the Saints for us in Heaven, is no more than 
eChriſtians praying for another on Earth; and [ fear this is 
t reconcileable with the practice of the Church of Rome in 
matter. For can this (if it be no more)be thought a ſuifi- 
ent foundation, for all that pompous wayſhip of the Virgin 
ly ; and other powerful Saints? Is this a good reaſon to 
rt Temples and Altars , conſecrated rot only to their me- 
pty, but to their honour; to ſet up their Images in holy pla- 
wand pay onr humble adorations before them ; becauſe they 
m. for us in Heaven", juit as Chriſtian Brethren pray for 
$another on Earth ? 
And therefore I muſt needs ſay,the Biſhop has not truly ex- 
waded the Doctrine of the.Church of Rome in this Point, 
tich makes the Saints to be o»r Mediators in Heaven; not in- 
(dd Mediators of Redemption, which ſhe acknowledges none 
be but Chriſt , who has purchaſed ns with his own bload; 
tMediators of Interceſlion , who have ſo much intereſt, and 
our,in the Court of Heaven, as powerfully to recommend 
boſe to God , who put themſelves under their Patrornage. 
lis | confeſs makes a great difference between the Mediation 
Chriſt, and of the Saints, and yet leaves a great diſtance 
tmeen the prayers of Saints in Heaven for us, and the mutual 
terceſſions of Chriſtians for each other on Earth, and the 
arch of Roze never taught, that they were of the ſame na- 
Igfor though the Catechiſm endeavours to prove, that the. 
Wation and Interceſſion of the Saints in Heaven for us, is: 
'mjurious to the mediation of Chriſt; becauſe the prayers 
WCiriltians for each other on Earth, are very reconcileable 
Wiithe honour of Chriſt's interceſſion: yer it never teaches, 
there 1s no difference betweer: the prayers of Saints in 
Waven , and Chriſtians on Earth:;. and 1 think we ought to 
Un2uiſh between the Doctrine and the Arguments of the 
Wurch. What ſhe declares to be her Doctrine we muſt own 
beſo, but | think-we muſt not grant every thing to be her 
Murine, which ought to be ſuppoſed to-make her Arguments 
$%; becauſe there is no neceſſity. of granting, that all her 
guments muſt be good. | 
| Chis argument indeed, that the interceſſion of the Saints in 
means no more injurious to the Mediation of Chriſt , _ 
| | tns 
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the prayers and interceſſions of the Saints 'on Earth foreach 
other , cannot be good without ſuppoſing, that the Interceſ;. 
ons of the Saints in Heaven zre of the vet y ſame nature, with 
the prayers of Chriſtians foreach other on Earth; and the gji. 
ſhop takes the advantage to repreſent this as the DoQtrine of 
the Church, thatyſhe reaches us to pray t0 Saints in the ſame ſyiry 
of Charity , and according to the ſame order of fraternal" ſoc; 
which moves us to demand aſſiſtance. of our Brethren living 
Earth, But thisI think is not reconcileable with the expyek 
words of the Council of Trent , which founds the invocation 
. of Saints upon their reigning with Chriſt 5, which makes a yi} 
Uifterence between their intereſt and authority in the Court of 
Heaven, and the humble ſupplicarions of Chriſtians on Earth, 
And 1 think the ſpirit of Charity, and the order of fraternal focje. 
zy,does not require us ſuppliciter invocare, to Pray to our felloy 
"Chriſtians on Earth as humble Supplicants to pray for us, as the 
Council teaches us toaddreſs our ſelves tothe Saints in Heaven, 
Chriſtians indeed on Earth, and Saints inHeaven(lince the Bi. 
' ſhop has limited all their aid and aſfliſtance to their prayers} 
can do no more than pray for us; andare thus bothof themj- 
ſtinguiſked from Chriſt, who is our Mediator of redemption, 
who .has bought us with his blood; But then we ought to 
conſider . that there is a vaſt difference in prayers, and pray- 
-ers may prevail upon ſuch different Reaſons , as may quiteal 
ter the nature of the Interceſſion. For 1s there no difference 
between the powerand intereſt of a favourite, to obtain whit 
he deſires of his Prince, and the Petition of an ordinary Sut 
jet? A Prince may grant the Petition of a SubjeCtfor himſelt,o 
oof one Subject for another, where there is reaſon and equity nf 
thecaſe, without any more powerful interceſſion ; but acts i 
graceand favour muſt be diſpenſed by the interceſlions of fa 
vourites; and yet it is all by way of prayer and Petition te 
'the Prince; but though it is all but Petition and requeſt , jF 
- thoſe, who have any requeſt to make to their Prince, play 
-more confidence in the intereſt and power of one favourity 
than in the joynt Petitions of many ordinary Subjects. | 
Thus it is here 3 Chriſtians on Earth pray for each otheraj 
common Supplicants , andthe benefit they expect from ſu 
Prayers and Interceſſions, is only from the prevalency of Fa: 
_ and Charity, which inſpire ſuch prayers;and make them - | 
| cio} 


On 
_ .cious. God has commanded us to pray for one another, and has 
-promifed to hear ourunited, fervent, and importunate pray- 
_ ers, for the merits of our common Saviour Jeſus Chriſt : But 
' thoſe,who pray toSaints in Heaven, pray to them as Favourites 
.and Mediators, who prevail not meerly by the, force and effi- 
-cacy of Prayer , but by their perſonal Merits and [ntereſts_ 
with God ; and this makes them juſt ſuch Mediators as Chriſt 
is, who by their power and intereſt can recommend us and our 
prayers toGod's acceptance. No you'll ſay,Chriſt purchaſed us 
with his blood , and mediates in the vertue of his Sacrifice, 
- which makes his Mediation of a different nature from the Me- 
diation of Saints, who mediate only by their intereſt with God, 
upon account of their perſonal Merits. But this alters not the 
caſe; for the general notion of a Mediator, is one who has 
| power and intereſt with God, effeCtually to recommend ns to 
his favour; and whether he mediates with,or without a Sacri- 
fice , if his Mediation be powerful and efficaciovshe is a true 
_ and proper Mediator; and to ſet up ſuch other-Mediators be- 
ſides Chriſt,muſt be injurious to his Mediation, for then Chriſt 
. -is not our only Mediator ; and after all the Apologies that can 
'be made for it,it argues fome Diſtruſt, either of Chriſt's power, 
or good Will to help us, whien we fly to other Patrons and 
Advocates. ha | 
2.And therefore Monſieur de Meaux has another Reſerve; for 
inthe ſecond place he tells ns from the Council of Trex: , Thar 
40! invocate Saints,according tothe ſen ih of this Council,is to have ye- 4 
-rourſe totheir Prayers, for obtaining benefits from God th. ough Fe- 
| ſus Chrift ;, ſo that in reality we do not obtain thoſe benefits, which 
we receive by the interceſſion of the Saints , othermiſe than through 
Jeſus Chriſt and in his Name, ſeemg theſe Saints themſelves pray 
mm no other manner than through Feſus Chriſt, and are not heard but 
in bis name. After which we cannot imagine, that any 0 & ſhould ac- 
Cauſe us of for ſuking Jeſus Chriſt, when we beſeech his Members, who 
are alſo ours, his Children, who are our Brethren, and his Saint s,who 
are our firſt-fruits , to pray with us, and for us , t0 0ur Common ni 
Maſter, in the name of our common Mediator. 
As for forſaking Jeſus Chriſt, this we do not charge them 
with; tho whoever conſiders, how much more frequent ad- 
nd, vrefſes are made in the Church of Rome to the Virgin Mary, 
» and ſome other powerful Saints, LG to Chriſt himſelf, wa 
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be tempted'to think; that it looks very like forſaking him ; but 
weonly ſay, that they rob/Chrilt of the glory of being our only 
Mediator and Advocate, by having recourſe to the prayers,and 
interceſſions of ſo many Saints. 


But how cap the Interceſſion of Saints be injurious to the Me- 


diation of Chriſt, when they themſelves intercede m the Name- 
and Mediation ofChriſt ; which necellarily reſerves to Chritt 


the glory o&his Mediation entire, ſince the Saints themſelves 
are not heard but in bis name ! | | 


Now rightly to underſtand this, we muſt conſider the nature 


of Chriſt's Mediation, which is to offer up all thoſe prayers to 


Godin Heaven, which we make to God.in his name on Earth.He 
is our Mediator in Heaven, or High Prieſt,who is paſſed into the 
 Htavens who is made not after the law of a Carnal Command- 
ment, but after the power of an enaleſs life who is made higher than 
the Heavens , who 15 not entred in the holy place made with hands, 
which are the figures vfthe true, but into Heaven it ſelf, now to appear 
in the preſence of God for us. So that as the high Prieſt under 
the Law entred once a year 1ito the Holy Place , which was 
a typeand figure of Heaven, to make expiation and imtercefſi- 
ons tor the people; fo the office of Chriſt, as our high Prief 
and Mediator, is to aſcend into Heaven with his own blood, | 
and there to appear in the preſence of God for us.. His media- | 
tory office is confined to Heaven ; there he preſents our pray- | 
ers. to God,in vertue :of his own blood ; and this is as pecu- 
liar and appropriated to him, as it was: to the highePrieſt un- 
der the Law,to offer the blood of the Sacrifice, \and make at- 
tonement, and interceflion in the Holy of Holies: 
So that to preſent our Prayers to God in Heaven is the pe- 
culiar office of Chriſt, who isoury great High Prieſt, and only 
Mediator in the immediate preſence of God inHeaven ; andto 
apply our felves to any other Mediators.in Heaverni,to preſent 
our Prayers to God, 1n what merner, or. upon what pretence 
ſoever it-be,is injurious to the Mediationof Chriſt, wholepro- 
per Office it is to preſent.our prayers to God in Heaven. And 
that pretence that the Saints pray for us only inthe name and 
. Mediztion of Chriſt,is no apology in thiscaſe; for in what name 
ſoever they pray, they offer np our prayers to God :immedi- 
- ately in Heaven, which is the office'of our great High Prick, 
\ for there 1s and mult be but one Mediator in Heaven. E. 
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. And if we conſider, what is meant by praying to God in 
the Name ana Mediation of Chriſt,we ſhall ſee reaſon to think; 
that'this 1s very improperly attributed tothe Saintsin-Heaven. 
For when we pray to God in the name of Chriſt, though we ad- 
dreſs.our prayers immediately to God, yet God does not re- 
ceive them, as coming immediatelyſfrom us, but as preſented 
' by the hands of our Mediator 3 which 1s the true meaning of 
praying to God in the name of Chriſt, that we'offer our Pray- 
ers to.God, not direCtly from our ſelves, for then we ſhould: 
have no need of a Mediator, but by his hands, whoſe office it is 
to preſent them to God, -to appear in the Preſence of God for 
us, - which is therefore called co-ing to God by him, 
Now this is very agreeable to the ſtate and cond of 
Chriſtians on Earth, who are at a great diſtance fromthe im- 
mediate Throne and Preſence of God, to offer their prayers 
by the hands of a Mediator, who appears in the preience of 
0d for them; and the reaſon, why we want a Mediator to 
appear for us, is becauſe we are not yet admitted into God's 
immediate Preſence our ſelves. But could every ordinary 
Prieſt, or Few, have been admitted into the Holy of Holies, as 
the. high Prieſt was, they ni 
prayers and ſacrifices there immediately to God, without the 
Miniſtry and Mediation of the high Prieſt ; and thoſe who are 
in Heaven in the immediate preſence of God, if they offer up 
_ any prayersto God for themſelves or others, they offer them 
immediate]y and direCtly to God,. beeauſt they offer them to 
God in his immediate Preſence ; which is the true notion of 


Chriſt's Mediation, That he appears in the preſence of God for 


us: And therefore whatever uſe there may he of the Name of 
Chriſt in Heaven, Saints in Heaven, who live in the immedi- 
ate Preſence of God, have no need of a Medrtor to offer their 
prayers to God, as Saints on Earth have, becauſe they are ad- 
mitted to the immediate viſion of God themſelves. To offer up 
our Prayers to God,in the Name and Mediation of Chriſt, ſup- 
poſes, that we are at a diſtance from God, and not admitted 
into his Preſence to ſpeak for our ſelves; but thoſe prayers, 
which are offered ro God in his immediate Preſence, need no 
Mediator to preſent them. And yet to ſay, -that the Saints in 


Heb. 7. 25- 


as well have offered their - 


Heaven offer their Prayers to God in the Name and Medi _ 


H 2 immediate 


ation of Chriſt, is to ſay , that when they are admitted to the: 
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immediate Preſence of God themſelves, they Rill need a Medi- 
ator ; that the prayers they offer to Godin his immediate pre- 
ſence, they do not offer immediately to him,but by the handsof 
a Mediator; which if it be Sence,[l am ſure,is no good Divinity, 
as neither agreeing with the Types of the Law, nor with the 
Goſpel account of Chriſt's Mediation. And therefore if glori- 
fied Saints appear for us in the preſence of God in Heaven, 
they are as mnch our Mediators as Chriſt is; for this is the 
moſt eſſential character of his Mediation, that he appears in the 
preſence of God for us, The only objeCtion I can fore-ſee a- 
gainſt this, -is, that ſome of the ancient Fathers, though they 
did not, pray-to Saints to pray for them ,: yet were inclined to 

beliewMthar Saints departed did pray for the Church on Earth, 
eſpecially for their particular Friends, which they left behind 
them, and therefore to be ſure did not think this any injury to 
the Mediation of Chriſt. But then we mult conſider, that 
as they ſpoke doubtfully of this matter, ſo thoſe very Fathers, 
did not believe, that Saints departed were received up into the 
higheſt Heaven, into the immediate Preſence and Throne of 
God ; though they thought them in avery happy ſtate, yet 
not perfect,till the reſurrection z and therefore they prayed tor. | 
Saints departed , as well-as believed, that Saints departed 
prayed for them. Now any Mediation and interceſſion on this 
fide Heaven, is very conſiſtent with the Mediation of Chriſt in 
Heaven; but to intercede in Heaven 1s his peculiar office, 
which no other Creature can ſhare in, ſince his Reſurrection 
and Aſcenſion. This, I thank, is ſufficient to prove, that 
Monſreur de Meaux his Expoſition cannot reconcile praying to 
Saints to pray for ug, either with the peculiar Worſhip of God, 
or with the glory and dignity of our great and only Mediator 
and Advocate Feſus Chriſt. | 


The Charader of a Papiſ# Repreſented. 


. 3. Of addrefſing more Supplications to the Virgin Mary than 
to Chrift, 


Monſieur de Meaux takes no notice of that peculiar kind of 
Worſhip, which is paid in the Church of Rome to the Virgin 
Alary, as being ſenſible how hard it is to reconcile this 
with his bare Ora pro vobis;, but the Repreſenter ,, who Jre- 

2s: tends. 


ORE. —  . HE 
{nds to follow the Biſhops Pattern, but wants his Judgment 
jd Caution to manage 1t,undertakes to apologize for this too; 
xd it is worth the while to conſider what he ſays. 


ke much more powerful in Heaven than Chriſt, and that (le can 
mand him to do, what ſhe thinks good , and for this reaſon he ho- 
mrs ber r2uch more than he dues her Son , or God the Father , for 
tyrayer he ſays to God , ſaying ten to the H.ly Virgin. Let us 
Mes Kow much Ea: reprolaritlon chers iS1n this 3 
41 ſhall begin with the laſt firſt, becauſe mens Attions are 
& beſt Interpreters of their Thoughts and Belief. 

The Papilſt for one prayer he ſays to God , ſaysren tothe Virgin 
lry: Is this miſ-repreſented ? Let him but tell over his 
ads, and fee how many Ave Mares and Pater noſters he will 
{upon a ftring , which 3re exactly ten for one. This he 
ifelles, arid thinks it as innocent to recite the Angelical Salu- 
tion now , as'it was for the Angel Gab. jel and Elizabeth to 
ic. But-did the Angel uſe it as a Prayer io the Virgin Ma- 
! Is Hail:thou that are highly favoured, the Lord 3s with Thee, 
ſedart thow among ſt Women, when ſpoken to tiie Virgin,who 
8then preſent tv near it, a friendly Sautation, or a Prayer ? 
8 it delivering a Meſlage,or an act of Devotion? Or is this 
x Ave Maria now in ufe in the Church of Rome? As | remem- 

there are two or three little words, Ora pro n0bis,added to 
mich make it a Prayer, not the Angelical Salutation : And 


w for us ſinners, now and tn the hour of death. con 9 Ya * 
-- , ; ; po , » / ry 
Indeed were it lawtul to pray tothe Virgin Mary , I fhovld ,, NIV; 


Wiles v0 ſay againſt the frequent refſetition of this prayer ; 
ſet a man might enquire, why the prayer to the Virgin 
yy, 1s repeated fo much oftner than the prayer to God ; is 
thus :0 honowr her much more than he does her Son, or God the 
kf? For is not Prayer an aCt of Honour and Worſhip? And 
we not then honour that Being moſt, to whom we pray of- 
rt? No, ſays the Repreſenter, for he does not at any time 
wen ſo much as one Prayer to her , but what is diretted more- 
Mally ro God, Surely there muſt be ſome Myſtery in this. 
0 they not ſay a great many Prayers, immediately di- 
8d to the Virgin 24ary, and not at all direfed to God ? 
bt their ve aria ſuch. a Prayer, and do they principally 
oh | pray 


| The Papiſt Mif-repreſented is ſaid r0-believe the Virgin Mary | 


db not read,that the Angel ſaid, Holy Mary, Auther of God, Contemplati- 


24. 


| Ibid. P. 5+ 
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'pray to God in thoſe Prayers, which are immediately direed 


to the Virgin ary? When they pray; to the Virgin ary 
pray for them, is this prayer principally direCted to God Almigh. 
ty ? What when the Virgin is only named ! And the matter of 
the Prayer is ſuch, that it cannot be dirtCted to God Almigh- 
ty, unleſs they think it proper to pray to God to pray for 
them ? Yes, theſe Prayers ro the Virgin are ofered up as a 
thankful Memorial of Chriſts. Incarnation, and an acknowledgment 
of the Blefſedneſs of jeſus the fruit of her Womb. The mefningof 
which-can be. no more than this, That when they pray toary the 
Mother of Jeſus, it is a tacice acknowledgment,that Jeſus wa 
born. of her, and that the Son mult be a very Glorious Prince, 
when the Mother is ſo highly exalted upon. account of her 
Relation to him,, as to have ſo many devour - Prayers and 
Hymns offered up to her. But does this prove, that the 
Prayers, which-are immediately directed to the Virgin May, 
are principally direfted to Chrilt, becauſe ary was his Mother? 
which is the whole Myſtery of the buſineſs. Suppoſe ChritM 
ſhould think himſelf honoured by thoſe Prayers, whicharef 
offered to his 3lother, yet is there no difference between pray-MW 
ing to Chriſt, and that Honour we dohin in praying to his} 
Mother? A late Author indeed tells us, that the Yeneration, MW! 
which we give to Mary , redounas to Feſus: All Honour given wii 
the Mother tending to the Glory of the Son; for as he communicatif ] 
with her in Fleſh and Blood ; | fo alſo doth he partake with her in| | 
Qualities and Perfettions, and therefore he 15 alſo a ſharer int? 
Homage and Obſervance,that is maae to her.” This is a new fort! 
of Conſubſtantiation, and Communication of Properties; buy 
yet how much ſoever we honour Jeſus, when we pray to Me 
ry, yet we do not pray to Jeſus, when we pray to Mary; ad 
therefore theſe Prayers are principally and immediately dire 
Cted to Mary, not to God or Chriſt ; and therefore to offer teaſs! 
Prayers to Mary,for one to God, looks very like honouring Maj 
ry much more than her Son, or God the Father. BY 
Well, but ſhe 7s the Mother of God, and Blefſed amongit We 
27en z, but how does her being Chriſt's Mother entitle her YM 
greater ſhare in our Prayers and Devotions than Chriſt hinj® 
ſelf? It is indeed a great Honour to her to be the Mother qv” 
Jeſus, but does this entitle her to that Worſhip and Homag W 
which is due to her Son? She is the happieſt Miocher þ " 
elite 
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Women, but does this advance her above Angels and: Arch- 


hogels ? For my part1 ſee no reaſon to think, that her bea- | 


ring Chriſt in her Womb, which was a ſingular Favour con- 
ferred on her, but has nothing of Merit in it, ſhould advance 
her above the moſt Eminent Apoſtles and Martyrs, who with 
wdaunted Courage and unwearied Induſtry propagated the 


Goſpel throughout the World, and were the great Miniſters - 


ofhis Kingdom : | am ſyre our Saviour does not ſeem to at- 
gibute any ſuch mighty Vertue to the Maternity of Mary, 
when a certain Wotnan ſaid unto him , Bleſſed is the Womb, 


that bare thee, and the Paps which thou haſt ſucked ; he anſwered, Luke 11. 27, 


ye rather Bleſſed are they, who hear the Word of God and keep it. 


mdrhy Brethren ſtand without deſiring to ſpeak with thee, he an- 
ſacred and ſaid unto him, that told him, who is my Mother ? And 
my are my Brethren ? and he ſtretched forth his hand towards his 
ks Diſciples, ſaying , behold my Mother and my Bre- 
then , for whoſoever Rat do the Will of my Father, which is in 
Heaven, the ſame is my Mother, and Siſter, and Brother. Which 
wmefers his meanelt Diſciples before the Mother of his Fleſh, 
{ſidered only 'as his Mother ; which he would not 
ve done, had the bare Maternity of ary advanced her a- 
love all other Creatures. . 

Well, but ſhe is moſt acceptable to God 17 ber Interceſſion for 
Es... Did the Angel tell them this too , as well as that ſhe is 
Wha among Women ? Wnence then cothey learn it ? 1s it 
jaly becauſe {he is a Mother? Have all Mothers the: ſich a. 
tural Authority over their Sons, eveſi waen they are Sove- 
kign Princes? Cannot the Eternal Son of Go! -chuſe an 
kthly Mother, but he muſt admit her iato the Throne with 
km, and govern his Kingdan, it not by her Commeuds, 
IN her Importunities and .Requeſts? This is thoaght a 
feat weakneſs in Earthly Princes, and uſually proves tatal to 
Tlicir Government ; and yer it is much more tolerable in Earth 
than in Heaven. What has the Mother of his Fleſh to do to in- 
krnedle in the affairs of his Spiritual Kingdam, which (he is 
vt.capable of managing ?.She had no Authortty inthe Church, 
Male ſhe was on Earth, which methinks her Materity might 
N ſe her as-much Right to, as to be Queen Regent of Heaven. 


JVhen Chriſt was a Child he lived in $ubjeCtion to J4ery and 
'F Joſeph, 


And in another place, when ſomeitold him , behold thy Morher "pp 12. 46" 
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- Fofeph, though he began early to give them a Specimen of a 
 Superiour Power he had, and ſuch a work to do, as diſcharged 
him from Subjection to Earthly Parents. When he was but 
twelve years old, he told his Mother,how was it, that Je ſou 
me, will ye not that 1 muſe be about my Fathers buſineſs ? When 
his Mother at the Marriage in Cana of Galilee acquainted him 
that their Wine was ſpent, and inſinuated her deſire, that he 
ſhould help them, he rebukes her for it, Woman what have | 
ro do with thee ? my hour 1s not yet come. She was not to dirett 
him, what to do in ſuch matters ; and. can we think then, that 
now he is advanced to the Right Hand of God, he will ſuffer 
her to intermedle in the adminiſtration of his Kingdom. 

But our Author believes it dammable to think the Virgin Mary 
more powerful in Heaven than Chriſt, or that ſhe can in any thing 
command him. It is well the /mpera Redemptori, command the Ree 
deemer, is at laſt diſowned by them , though it-may be ſome 
may think it a little too much to call it 4«-mable , becauſe 
whatever Papiſts believe now, there was a time, when this 
was uſed in the Millals of the Roman Church; and will hefay, 
that it was damnable then to uſe that Hymn ? 

| believe no Papiſt ever thought the Virgin ary to be On 
nipotent, much leſs, thaz ſhe can do more than Chriſt can, 0 
can command him by a direCt, and Superior Authority ; no 
did any man, that I know of,ever charge them with this : and 
if it be only 1n this ſenſe, that he denies the Virgin to be more 
powerful in Heaven than Chriſt, it is nothing to the purpoſe 
for it is poſſible for a SubjeCt to be more powerful than his 
Prince, though he cannot command him, and can do nothin 
but by his Princes favour; but if he have ſo much the aſcendan 
of his Prince, that he can deny him nothing , that he doe 
whatever he will have him, and ſuch things as no other con 
deration ſhould incline him to do, but the deſire of ſucha pow 
erful Favourite, this man is really more powerful than tld 
Prince, becauſe he has the direCtion and Government of the 
Princes Power : He has the Prince himſelf in his Power, an 
therefore is more powerful than he. And if this be the calq 
of the Bleſſed Virgin , that ſhe has the Diſpoſal of Chriſt 
Grace and Mercy , —_ not by a direct Authority , yet bf 
her Intereſt in her Son, it he never denies, that which ſhe ask$ 
but grants that at her Interceſſion , which he would nor a 
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| 
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RR Tn 
without it 3 if the Papiſts believe this, they beliefe her to 
& more Powerful than Chriſt, 'and they have then good rea- 
bn, as they do, to put up more frequent Prayers to her; than 
God or Chriſt himſelf. And whether they do not believe 
this, and that at this very day, let any one judge, from theſe 
wllages in the Contemplations of the ' Life and- Glory of the . 

Hily Mary , which 1s lately publiſhed in Engliſh, Permiſſu 
Seriorum. © There p. 7. he tells us, that ' God hath /by a Pag. 7. 
*lemn Covenant pronounced ary to be the Treafury of 
Wiſdom, Grace, and SanCtity- under Jeſus. © So that what- 

Geyer Gifts are beſtowed upon us by Jeſus, we receive them by 

ithe Mediation of 4ary : No one being gracious to / Jeſus, 

bwho is not devoted to Mary, nor hath' any - one been ſpeci- 

Gly confident of the Patronafe of Mary, who hath not 
*through her received a ſpecial Bleſſing from Jeſus. Whence 

kit is one great mark of the Predeſtination of the Elect; tobe 
*ngularly Devoted to Mary, ſince ſhe hath a full Power, as 
Mother, to obtain of Jeſus, whatever he can ask of God 

[the Father, and is cormprehended within the Sphere of man's 
iYredeſtination to,Glory, Redemption from Sin, and'Regene-. 

ation by Grace. Neither hath any one petitioned Mary,who 

bnas refuſed by Jeſus, nor truſted in 2dary, and was abandon- 


ed by Jeſus. 


«A little after he direfs the Devotes of the Virgin, to Pag. 9. 
have a firm and unſhaken confidence in her Patronage, a- 


F'nidſt the greateſt of our inward Conflicts with Senſuality, 


2nd outward Tribulations from the adverſe Caſualities of 


W'this Life ; through a ſtrong Judgment of her. eminent Pow- 


er, within the Empire of Jeſus, grounded upon the ſingular 


*Prerogative of her Divine Maternity ; for by vertue there- 
Tof no State of man can be ſo unhappy, through the malice 
Fof Satan, the heats of our Paſſions, or the Enormity of Sin, 


which exceeds her Love towards the Diſciples of Jeſus, or 


T'the efficacy of her Mediation for us unto Jeſus : So that 


T'though the condition of ſome great Sinners may be ſo de- 


Fplorable, that all the limited Excellency, Merits and Power 
vi of all the Saints and Angels, cannot effectuallys bed the 


VF Mercies of Jelus' to relieve them, yet ſuch is the accepta- 


<« hleneſs 
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« ceptablenefs of the Mother of Jeſus to J eſus,that whoeveris 
< ynder the Verge of her ProteCtion,may confide. jm; her later- 


© cellions to. Jeſus.; - He denying no-Favour to' her, whereby 


* the Wonders of man's Predeſtination and Redemptig 
* through Jeſus, may be magnified and promoted, $o that 
the Bleſſed, Virgin-is. more Powerful than all the Saints and 
Angels in Heaven ; ſhe has all the Power of Chriſt, all his 
Grace and Mercy. jn her. hands, and- can diſpenſe it to ſuch 
Sinners, whom; Chriſt would not, pity. and relieve without 
her, and therefore i9 a more: powerful Patroneſs of Sinners, 
than Chriſt himſelf is. And therefore he might well add i 
the- next. place, -that-all theſe Bleſſings flow from Jeſus to al 
through Mary, and may therefore juſtly refer them all to her as t 
the moſt effetlyal Inftrument ,* Channel ,, and Conveyance of al, 
Now if this be true Repreſenting, it is no Miſ-repreſentationto 
ſay, that a Papiſt believes the Virgin Mary to be much more 
Powerful in Heaven than Chriſt; not that ſhe has any Power 
of her own, but-that ſhe can more powerfully and efectuh 
bend the Mercies of Teſus to relieve Sinners, thay the mercies of 
» Tefus can bend themſelues mithomt ber, p 
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SECT. V. 
IMAGES. 


. 
5 ide AT the Worſhip of Images, as it-was praQiſed by 
| the Heathens, is Idolatry, Monſieur de eaux and 
the Repreſenter ſuppoſe ; and therefore their Buſineſs is, 
to give ſuch an account of the Worſhip of Images, as* pra- 
| Riſed in the Church of Rome, as to diſtinguiſh themſelves 
from Heathen Idolaters. To this purpoſe the Biſhop tells 


us, The Council of Trent forbids us. expreſly to believe any Di- Pag. 9. 


vinity or Virtue in them, for which they Py; ro be reverenced, to 
demand any favour of them, or to put any truſt in them; and 
ordains, That all the Honour which is given to them, ſhould be 
referred to the Saints themſelves which are repreſented by them. 
That the Honour we render Images, is grounded upgn their ex- 
Citing in ws the remembrance of thoſe they repreſent. That by 
bumbling our ſelves before the Image of Chriſt crucified, we ſhow 
what is our ſubmiſſion to our Saviour. So that to ſpeak, preciſely, 
and according to the Eccleſiaſtical Stile, when we honour the Image 
of _ an Apoſtle or Martyr, our intention is not ſo much to honour 
the Image, as to honour the Apoſtle or Martyr m the preſence of 
the Image. Thus the Poiitifical tells us, and the Council of Trent 
expreſſes the ſame thing, when it ſays, The Honour we render to 
Images, has ſuch a reference to thoſe they repreſent, that ? the 
means of thoſe Images which we kiſs, and before which we kneel, 
we adore Feſus Chriſt, and honour the Saints, whoſe Types they 
are. To the ſame purpoſe the Repreſenter ſpeaks, and al- 
moſt in the ſame words. So that the Sum of their Apology 
is-thi:, That they do not believe Images to have any, Divi- 
\ nity in them, or to be Gods, and therefore do not- pray 

. to, nor put thelr truſt in the Image, nor ſo much honour 
the Image in thoſe gxternal Expreſlions of Reverence they 
pay to it, by kiſſing it, and kneeling before it, as Chrilt, 


or the Saint whom the Image repreſents; and the uſefulneſs 


of Images to excite in ys the remembrance of thoſe whom 
| | I me 
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we love and honour, is a juſtifiaple Reaſon of that Honour 
we pay to them. * Rs 1 

This is a Matter of very great conſtquence, and deſerves 
to be carefully ſtated ; and therefore I ſhall ſtrictly examine, 
Whether this Expoſition will juſtify the worſhip of Images, 
and ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the Worſhip of the Ch. of Rome, 
from that Worſhip Fhich the Heathens gave to their Images. 

Monſieur -de Meanx pretends, by his' Expolition of the 
Dodrines of the Church of Rome, to cut off Objections and 
Diſpytes 3 that is, ſo to ſtate the Matter, that there may be 
no place for thoſe Qbje&tions which Proteſtants commonly 
urge againſt worſhipptng-Images. | But I do. not fee, that he 
has made any Eſſay of this Nature in the Point of Image- 
Worſhip, but has left: both al} the Diſputes among them- 
ſelves, and with Proteſtants, untouched. 

The Objections which Proteſtants urge againſt the Wor- 


ſhip of Images, as taught and practiſed in the Church of | 


Rome, are principally theſe four. wy 

1. That itt isexpreſly forbid by the ſecond Commandment, 
without any limitation or exception. - - | 

. 2. That the Heathens are in Scripture charged with Ido- 


latry in the Worſhip of Images. 


3. That it is a violation of the Divine Majeſty, crimen 
leſe Majeſtatis, to repreſent God by a material and ſenſleſs 


Imageor Picture. 


4. That a viſible Object of Worſhip, though: conſidered. 


only as a Repreſentation, is expreſly contrary to the Law of 
Moſes, and eſpecially to the ſpiritual Nature of the Chriſti- 
an Worſhip. . | 

. Now I do not fee, how the Biſhop's Expoſition takes off 
any of theſe Objections, which after all: that he hath ſaid, 
are in full force ſtill, as I ſhall particularly ſhew. 

1. Then he tells us, That the Council of Trent forbids us 
expreſly to believe any Divinity or Virtue in Images, for which 
they ought to''be reverenceg. We grant, the Council does 
forbid this; and he knows that we newer charge them yvith 
it ; though there are ſome prattices-of the Church of Roxe, 
which look very ſuſpicioully that way : but then we ſay, 

the ſecond Commandment forbids the worſhip of all Images, 


without 
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without any ſuch limitation; for there.is not any one word 
in the Commandment to limit the. Prohibition of worſhip- 
ping Images,to ſuch Images, as are believ'd to have any Divi- 
nity in them. The words of the Commandment are as general . 
2s can be, Thou ſhalt not make to thy ſelf any Graven Image, nor 
the likeneſs of any thing that is in Heaven above,or tn the Earth be- 
math, or in the Water under the Earth ; thou ſhalt not bow down 
to them, nor worſhip them. The Commandment takes no notice 
of any Divinity which is ſuppoſed to be in theſe Tmages,* but 
only of the Repreſentation made by them, that they are the 
Likeneſs or Repreſentation of things in Heayen, or things on 
Earth, or things under the Earth ; and therefore the whole 
Diſpute between Papiſts and Proteſtants #bout the ſenſe of 
the ſecond Commandment, and the ſtrict notion of an Idot, 
s left pntouch'd by this Expoſition. | 
— The Roman Doctors indeed tell us, that the Heathens wor- 
ſhipped their Images as Gods, and did aſcribe Divinity to 
them 3 upon-which account Monſieur de Manx tells us, All pag, 9. 
theſe words of the Council are like ſo many Charalters to diſtingusſh 
from Tdolaters ; ſeeing we are ſo fr from believing with them 
ay. Divinity annexed to the Images, - that we do not attribute to Lo Dr. _—_ 
them any Virtue, but that of exciting in us the remembrance of Gon of th Di. 
thoſe they repreſent. But he knew very well, that Proteſtants coſe of ola 
leny, . that the Heathens took their Images for Gods any ty, p.455, ®c. 
more than. Papiſts.do ; their Philoſophers deſpiſed the charge, 
and-made the fame Apologies for themſelves, which the Di- 
ines of the Church of Rome now do; and we may ſuppoſe, 
that common Heathens had much ſuch Apprehenfions about 
them, as common Papiſts have:: Thoſe who had any ſenſe 
uld not believe them to. be;Gods; and thoſe who have none, 


# ® & * ll 


of common Senſe. However this Diſpute, whether the Hea- + 
thens did believe their Images to be Gods,or to have any more 
Divinity in them,' than Papiſts attribute to their Images, is 
a Diſpute ſtill, and Monſieur de 2eaux: has not faid one word 
toprevent it, 3 and therefore the Condemnation of the 'Hea- 
tlengfor worſhipping Images is ſtill a good ObjeCtion againſt ' 
ite worſhip of Images in "EI of Rome, till he prove 

2 as 


(76) 
as well as aſſert this difference between them. 

But indeed, tho I readily grant that the Church of Rowe 
does not believe that there 13 any Divinity in their Images, 
and that the Heathens did believe that Conſecration brought 
down the Gods, whom they worſhipped by ſuch Repreſen- 
tations, and tied them by fome Invitible Charms to their 
Imaze, that: they might be atways preſent there to receive 
their Worſhip 3 yet this makes no material difference intheir 
Notion of Images. | by 

The reaſon why the Heathens thought it neceſſary by 
ſome Magical Arts to faſten their Gods, or ſome Divine 
Powers to their Images, was not to incorporate them with 
thetr Images; but to ſecure a Divine Preſence there, to hear 
their Prayers, and receive their Sacrifices, without which all 
their Deyotions paid to an Image were loſt ; which was very 
-neceſlary, eſpecially in the Worſhip of their Inferior Dz- 
mons, whom they did not believe to be preſent in all places 


zKing, 18.29, AS Elijah mocked the Priefts of Baal, and ſaia, Cry aloud, fo 


he ts a God : eather he is talking, or he ts purſaing, or he isin a 
Fourny, or pegadventure he fleepeth, and muſt be awaked, But 
now, thoſe who believe that God ts every where preſent to 
ſee. and. hear what we do; and that the, Saints, who are 
not preſent; in their Images, yet do certainly know (by 
what means ſoever it be) what Prayers and Homages are 
offered to them at their Images, need not call down any Di- 
vine Powers conſtantly to attend their Images, but only to 
procure their acceptance of thoſe Devotions, which are paid 
to them at their Images. And this is the difference between 
the Conſecration of Heathen and Popih Images : The firſt 5 

is to procure the Preſence of their Gods in their Images; 
the other to obtain the Favour of Chriſt, and the Saints; to 


| _ accept thoſe. Prayers and Oblations, and other Ads of De- 
- votion which are offered to- them at their Images: as t0 


Fontif, in Be- 
ned, nov, Cru- 
CS, 


give. but one Inſtance of it in a Prayer uſed at the Confecra- 
tion of the Croſs.. Sanitificetar-lignum iſtud in nomine Pa-\-tri 
& Fir-\-lis, & Spiritus -|- Sandti, & benedittio illius ligns in quo 
membra ſanita- ſalvatoris ſuſpeafa ſunt, ſit in iſto ligno ;, ut 0: 


rantes inclinanteſq ſe propter Deum ante iſtam crucem- inOentunt 
Corporis & Anime ſanitatem, Let this Wood be ſanflified-in tit 
name 


fore their Imag | 
| Chriſt and his Saints have a pzculiar regard to thoſe Prayers 
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name of the Father, and of the Sqn, and of the Holy Ghoſt ; and 


tit the Bleſſing of that Wood, on which the holy Members of our 


Saviour hung, be on this Wood:; that thoje, who pray and bow them- 
ſelves before this Croſs, may obtain Health both of Body and Soul. 


This peculiar Virtue which Conſecration beſtows on [mages 
to obtain the Fayour of Chriſt and his Saints, to thoſe who 
pray and worſhip before them, is -all that the Heathensin- 
tended in calling down their Gods to attend their Images 
to hear and receivetheir Rrayers/and Sacrifices:-- They did 


' not believe their Images to be Gods, but Silver; or Gold; 


Wood, or Braſs, or Stone, according to the Materials they 


' were made of, as the Church of Rome does; but they thought 


their Gods as pine to hear the Prayers they made be- 
; as the Church of Rome alſo believes, that 


whiclr are made before their Images, as is evident from their 


forms of conſecrating Images to ſuch an uſe. The Heathens 


did not put their truſt in an Image of Wood andStone, but 
in that God, who was repreſented by that Image, and was 
there | why to help:-them. And thus, tho the Church of 
Rome aves not demand. any Favour of Images, nor put any Truſt: 
mthem, yet ſhe expects the Relief and Acceptance of Chriſt 
and the Saints for that Worſhip ſhe: pays to-their Images ; 
and I would defire any Man to ſhow me the difference be- 
tween theſe two, eſpecially when we conſider how much 
greater. Vertue is attributed to ſome Images of the Bleſſed 
Virgin in: the Church of Rome, than there is to others ; as 
to the Image of the Lady of Lorerto, 8&c. which can ſignify 
nothing leſs, than that the Virgin is-more pleaſed with, and 


| will more graciouſly. accept: our Worſhip before ſach - an 


Image,than any other ; or elſe me-thinks the Devotoes of the 
Virgin ſhould not-go fo many Miles in- Pilgrimage to the La- 
dy.of Loretto, as they often do, if they believed the Images 


of the Virgin which they had at home to be of equal Power : 


which is as much truſting in Images, and attributing a Divine 
Virtue to them, asever the Heathens were guilty of. For 

me-thinks thoſe who ſtriftly adhere to the Lettgr of Scripture 

to prove that the Heathens believed. their Images to: be 

Gads, .and did put their Truſt in them, becauſe the Serip- 

| ture: 
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ture exprelly fays' ſo, ſhould conſider alſo, that the Scrip- 
ture expreſly-tells us, that the 1dels . of \the Heathens are Silver 
and Gold, the Work of Mens hands $. they have Mouths, but they 
Plalm 13%. 15, ſpeak 'n0t 3 Eyes have they, but they ſee not ;, they have Eats, 
16, 17, but they hear not, neither 1s there-any Breath in their Mouths : 
and therefore we have as much reaſon to conclude, that the 
Heathens did -not put 'their Truſt in the material Images, 
which they knew to be no better than ſtupid ſenſeleſs matter, 
which could. not of- themſelves hear ' or help them, as to 
confeſs, that in ſome {ſenſe they made Gods of them. For 
if the Heathens did not believe them to be dead ſenſeleſs 
Images, which, could neither ſpeak, nor ſee, nor hear, but 
that, they, were-really animated by: inviſible Spirits ; they 
were not. ſuck dull and fottiſh Idolaters,. as "the Pſalmiſlt re- 
preſents them ; and -if they did (as the Pfalmiſt takes 
it for granted they themfelves acknowledged ) than it1s cer- 
tain they could not believe the material Images to be, Gods, 
nor the, Objects of their Hope and Truſt, and therefore 
might ( as ſome of. their Philoſophers in effect did:) as ſafe- 
ly renounce believing any Divinity or Fertuein their Images, 
for which they onght to be reverenced, or - demanding any Favour 
of. them, or putting atty Truſt in them, as the Council of Trent 
does..:;.$0.ithat their not believing any . Divinity. in their 
Imnges, does neither excuſe them'trom the Breach of :the 
ſecond Commandiment, nor ſufficientlydiſtinguiſb the Church 
of Rome's worſhipping Images; from that Worſhip which the 
Heathens gave them; at leaſt the Biſhop has ſaid nothing to 
an{wer ;or. prevent theſe Objeftions againſt Image-wotlhip, 
whith: he.pretends to be the deſign of his Expoſition. | 
...25' A$ a fuller Explication: of:the Dodrine of>the Church | 
about Amage-worſhip,: Monſieur - de /Meanx adds, [that the 
Covnctl of Trext oraains, That all the Honour which is \given t6 
them (Images) ſheuld be referred to the Saints themſelves, which 
are repreſented by them : Or. as the Council expreſles it, Th 
| #onour we render to Images has ſuch a reference to thoſe they re- 
preſent, (ad Prototypa quz illz reprefentant, to the Prototypes 
which they-repreſent) that by the means of. thoſe Images (per Ima- 
gings, by thoft Images) we' kiſs, and before which we kneel, we 
agore Jeſus Chriſt, and honour the Saints, "whoſe Types they are. 
Quorum 
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Quorum ile ſimilitudinem gerunt z' Wheſe likeneſs they ave, 
or whom they repreſent. oo 2 AB Taerny 10: nor 
- Hitherto. we have no Expofition at all of the Do@rine of 
the Church about Image- Worſhip, but only a bare relation 
what the Council ſays, that Images muſt be worſhipped only 
- upon account of their. Repreſentation ; and that the-Wor- 
ſhip which is glven to the Image, is referred to the Proto- 
type : This all Roman-Catholicks agree in; but yet-there is 
an endleſs Diſpute among them, about the Nature and De- 
gree of this Worſhip, and it will be neceſſary to take a ſhort 
view of it. 23 

They are all agreed; that at leaſt the external Atts of A- 
doration are to be paid to Images, ſuch as Kiffing, Kneeling, 
Bowing, Proſtration, Incenſe ; this Durandxs, and Holcor, 
and Picus Mirandula allowed ; they all agreed, that the 
Worſhip which was given to Images, is upon account of 
Repreſentation,ar-as Chriſt and his Saints are repreſented by 
then, and worſhippediin that Worſhip, which is given to 
their Images.; but then there was a threefold difference be- 
tween them. TQa& 7611 LOTS! Ce. Ff 

1. That ſome would not Mow this Worſhip in a proper 
JI fnſe to be given to the Images, but improperly and abuſrvely ; 
| becauſe at the Preſence of the Image, which excites in us 
J the remembrance of the Obje&, we worſhip the Object re- 
preſented by it, Chriſt or his Saints, as if they were aftnal- 
lypreſent ; this was the Opinion' of Dwaudis, Holcot, and 
Pics Mirandula, who could hardly eſcape the cenſure of 
Hereſy for it ; and-that which excuſed them, as Yaſquez 
lays, was, That they agreed with the Catholick Church in 
performing all external Acts of Adoration to Images, and 
= they differed only in manner of ſpeaking from the 


Vaſquez Diſp. 
IOG,C. I, 


12, Thomas Aquinas, and his Followers, and ſeveral great 
Divines ſince the -Council of Fremr, teach, That the ſame 
Worſhip. is to be givenito' the Image, which is due to the 
Prototype and therefore as Chrift muſt be worſhipped 
with Zatria, or a ſupream Worſhip, ſo miſt "the Image of 
Chriſt, becauſe the Image is worſhipped only on account of 

. Us Reprefentation, and therefore muſt be worſhipped "wm 
| C 


k 
' 
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the ſame Worſhip with the thing repreſented : and the mo- 
tion of the Mind to an Image, as an Image, is the ſame with 
the motion to the Thing repreſented. Which, ſeems the 
moſt reaſonable Account ; for-if I worſhip Chriſt by his 
Image, I muſt give that Worſhip to the. Image which I in- 
tend for Chriſt, becauſe in that caſe the Image is in Chriſt's 
place and ſtead to me. _ 

3. The third Opinion is, That though we muſt worſhip 
Images, yet we muſt not give the Worſhip of Latria to - 
them, no not to the Image of Chriſt himſelf, but an infe- 
rior degree of Worſhip. This ſome Divines aſſerted on the 
Authority of the Corincil of Nzce, which exprelly deter- 
mined, that LZatriais not to be given to Images. But this is 
the moſt abſurd Opinion of all; for if we muſt worſhip 
Images only upon the account of their Repreſentation, we 
muſt give that Worſhip to them, which is due to the thing 
repreſented by them ; and if we give any other Worſhip 

' to them, we muſt worſhip them for their own ſakes. And 
what is that Worſhip which is due to them as ſeparated 
From the Prototype? What Worſhip is due to. carved and 
poliſhed Braſs and Stone? WiWrer deſiresto ſee theſe three 
different Opinions, with the proper Reaſons of them, ex- 

| plained moreat large, may conſult Dr. Sti#ingfieer*s learned 

Defence of his Diſcourſe of Idolatry, Part 2. Chap. 1. pag. 
575, &'c. Now the Council off Trent only determines, that 
the Honour we give to Images, muſt be referred to the Pro- 
'totypes, that we muſt adore Chriſt and his Saints in- that 
Worſhip which we give to their Images : which ſeems to 
countenance the ſecond Opinion, That the Worſhip of Lu 
rria is to be givento the Image of Chriſt, becauſe that isthe 
Worſhip which we muſt give to Chriſt : But then the Coun- 
cil refers td the ſecond Council of Nice; which determines 
the quite contrary ; and 1.dare nat- undertake to reconcile 
the Council with it ſelf, ſince the Fathers of that Councll 
would not plainly decide this Controverſy among their 
Divanes. ny ES 

Let us then try, if we can diſcover, what Monſieur a 
Meaxx thinks of this Matter ;\ what Worſhip that is which 
he allows to be given to Images. 


Now, 


[- x3 
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© Now, as far as I can gueſs, the is of Durandxs his Opinion, 
That all:-External Ats:of ' Adoration: are to be periormed 
before the Image; but that the-linage is not to be-/properly: 
worſhipped, but only Chriſt in the preſence of his , Image, 
as + OR his Perſon to us, and-exciting in us the: re- 


membrance of him. Thus he tells us, That while the. [mage 


of Chriſt crucified, being preſent before our Eyes, cauſes ſo. pre- Pag. 9. 


cious a'renembrance in our Souls, we are moved to teſtify by ſame. 
exteriour ſigns, how far our 'gratitudg bears 88 ;, and. by  hum- 
bling -our' felves before the-Image, we ſhow what 4s. our ſubmſ- 


ſion to.our Saviour, So that he, allows. of hambling. our ſelves 


before the Image, that is, of paying the External Adts of 
Worſhip: before it... Well! but is. this to, worſhip the. I- 


mage.?” For that he teflyns;70. ſpeak. properly, and. according to 
the Eccleſiaſtical -Stile,, (-ſuppoſe he-means.a new, Modern 


Stile, for the old Eccleſiaſtical Stile did ſomewhat differ) 
when we honour the: Image of an- Apoſtle: or Martyx, aur Inten- 
tion #5 not. ſo. much to honour the Image, as to honour. the Apoſtle 
or 7artyr in the. preſence of the Image ©. that is, this is not pro- 
perly, -but improperly-4yd abuſively called. the. Worſhip or. Ho- 
your of: the lmage :--but-Chiriſt, or-his.'Saints, are properly 
worſhipped: before; or in; preſence -of their - Images, as. re- 
preſenting them ta us: which . was exattly the. Opinton of 
Dana 36912 6 og bon not hd 

i; Fhiscertainly!is: the leaſt:that; can' be. made of the Wor- 
hip' of :lntages 3, and. yet-a3; far; removed, as,-this Opinion 
kenis to be:drom:-the Opinion! of ;St, Thomas, .who affirms, 


that. the Worſhip of Z4ri4 is to. be. given, to, the Image of 


Ebriſt 3.1 take them to.be'the very, ſame, though very diffe- 


rntly;exprefſed. The rightſtating of this,will mightily.tend 
taclear this-perplexed Controverſy:;,apd; therefore 1 ſhall 
G ir-withaththe plainneG can, -- 


"+ 


me, who is the ultimate Object of my Worſhip; when 1 
K bow 


(( 8) 
age, I do the ſa 
- ame 


v5 Be on purpoſeFetiipin Conſecrated Places;and drethem- 
: Ecratedol bh 


There 
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There is indeed a yalt difference between bowing to,.or 
before an Imaze, which repreſents God, or Chriſt, or ſome 
Divine Being to us, as the Objett: of our Worſhip ; and 
bowing towards: a. Place, or .worſhipping.. God towards. a 
Place, as the Jews: worſhipped. towards.the-Temple,-.and: in 
the Temple towards the Mercy-Seat ; the oneiwas abſolutely 
forbid by the Fewifh Law, the other allowed and-practiſed 
by the devouteſt Worſhippers of God : - which argues, that 
there is ſome difference between them ;- and it is not hard to 
fay., wherein the difference conſiſts, that one is:2' reprefen- 
tative Object, the other only' a Circumſtance of Workhip. 
To bow to, or before an:Image, is to worſhip the lage, 
or God or Chriſty the Image, which makes the Image: as 
repreſenting the Prototype, the Object of our Workhip ; 
but which way foever we look or bow, towards the Eaſt, 
or towards:the Weſt, God alone is the immediat; ObjzF&t of 
our. Worſhip, the Place only the! Circumſtance of Worſhip ; 
whenever we bow' to God; we miſt bow towards ſome 
Place or other : but the Place does not repreſent:God to. us 
as an Imape does, and therefore is' no Obje&t of Worſhip. 
which ſhows what little reaſon the Proteſtor had to compare 
bowing to the Altar, and kaetling to: the Sacrament,” as he: calls 
it, with bowing- to an' Image. There is no- Man of: the 
Church of' Exgland, that 1 know: of, who bows to. the'!Al- 
tar; I am ſure the Church no where teaches any ſuch-Pra- 
Rice. She only recommends to her Children bowing of - the 
Body to God, when they come in-and go out of his Houſe ; 
and thongh the Communion Tablez.or Altar; is generally ſo 
- ſcituated'at theEaſt end of the Churchz: as to;be.oppolite to 
theentranceof it ; for which: reaſon ſome have called it, 
bowing towards the Altar ; \.yet our Church teaches us to 
have no regard at all toit. And Arch-Biſhop Zard, in.his 
Speech' iti the. Star-Chamber,. 'declares;. Thatif there were to 
Table ſtanding, he would worſhip Goa when. he came: ito © bis 
"Houſe : So'that there Is no. need: 7o find any;Hole,as\ the Pro- 
teſtor ſpeaks, ro get ont at with the Altar, for that was never 
1n' yet, as far-as this Controverſy is concerned ; an@ there- 
fore I am like to. make no breach for hirth ca; follow: at with his 
'Image. Nofdoes any Man kneel to: the: Sacrament, but only 
: K 2 | recelve 


See Dr, Stil- 
lingfl. Defence of 
the Diſc.of Hol, 
» 70J, KC. 
And (eval 
Conferences be- 
tween 4 Romiſh 
Prieſt, &Cc. 

P. 211, &Cs 
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receive: the Sacrament kneeling ; afid if he.cangot - diſtin- 
guiſh between an A& of Worſpipto the Sacrament, and a 
devohit Poſture of receiving it ; yet the meaneſt Son:of the 
Church of England can. Why does he nor- as well fay, that 
whe we kneel at Prayers,” we worſhip the-Common-Prayer 
Book-which'lies before'us, and -out- of -which we read, as 
that we worſhip the Bread, when wereceive-and cat it with 
deyout Paſſions upon our Knees. ' 
Butto retdrn to the Expoſition. 

2. lobſerve, that there is a great. difference between a 
memorttive Sign, and the Repreſentation: of _ an Image: 
both of 'them indeed excite in'us the remembrance of ſome- 
thing, but in fuch different manners, as gpite alter the na- 
tnreof them. 1t is neceſſary to take notice of this, becauſe 
1 find Monſieur de Meaxx, and after him the Repreſenter, 
very much'to equivocate in:this Matter : 'it 4s a very -inno- 
.cent thing -to worſhip God or Chriſt, when any natural or 
inftiruted Sign brings them to our minds, even. in the pre- 
Fence of ſuch a Sign : As if a Man upon viewing the Hea- 


vens, and the Earth, and the Creatures that are in tt, ſhould - | 


raiſe his Soul'to:God, and adore the. great Creator of the 
World ;-or upon the accidental fight: of a natural Croſs, 
ſhould call/to-mind the Love of his Lord, who died for him, 
and bow his Soul to- him - in the moſt ſubmiſſive Adorations , 
becauſe, I fay, this is very innocent, the Biſhop would per- 
ſwade his Readers, 'that this is the only ufe they make of 
Images, t0:excite in ms theremembrance of thoſe 2 repreſent ; 
and rightily wonders-at the GErele juſtice of thoſe, who treat 
-with the term of Idslatry,. that religious Sentiment, which moves 
them to uncover their Heads, or bow them before the Image of the 


Croſs, in remembrance of him who was crucified for the Love of 


a, And that It: 1s ſufficient to diſtinguiſh them from the 
Heathen {dolaters, That they declare, that they mill not make 
nſe of \Images, \but to raiſe the mind. towards Heaven,to the end 
 -that they may there. houour 'Feſus Chriſt. or his Saints, aud in the 
Saints God bimſelf,, who 4 the Author of all Santlity and Grace. 

Not itis certain, an Image will call to our remembrance 
<the Perfon it:repreſents, as the preſence of the Perſon him- 
Mclf will make usxemember him 3. but this vaſtly:differs from 
- ONES : 


( 35 ) 

2 meer  memorative. Sign. For the uſ2 of Images in the 
Church of Rome, is not primarily. for Remembrance, but for 
Worſhip, as the Council. of Trent expreſly teaches. That 
the Images of Chriſt, and the Virgin the Mother of God, and 
other Samts, are eſpecially to be had and kept in Churches, and due 
Honour and Veneration to be given to them-—becauſe the Honour 
given to them, 15 referred to the Prototypes, which they repreſent ; 
ſo that by the Images, which we kiſs, and before which we uncover 
or Heads, and preſtrate our felves, we adore Chriſt, and vene- 
J rate the Saints, whoſe likeneſs they bear. Theſe are the words 
J of the Council, and it would be a very odd Comment upon 
ſuch a Text to ſay, that Images ſerve only for Remem- 
brance. 

A meer Sign, which only calls Chriſt to our Minds, can de- 
fkrve no Honour or Worſhip ; but a repreſenting Sign,which 
puts us in mind of Chriſt by repreſenting his Perſon to us, 
231f he were preſent, whether it raiſes our hearts to him 
in-Heaven or not, yet according to the Council of Trezt, it 
muſt dire& our Worſhip to him, as repreſented in his Image. 
When Men go 'to Church to worſhip Chrift, or the Virgin 
Mary, before their Images , it may be preſumed they think 
ofthem before they fee their Images, and therefore do not 
70 to be put In remer.brance of them by their Images, but 
to worſhip them before the Images, in that Worſhip which 
they give to the Images. gd therefore when the Biſhop 
ſeaks ſo often of the Virtue of Images, to excite in us the 
remembrance of the Perſons they repreſent, to reconcile him 
with himſelf, ard with the Council of Trexr, which he pre- 
tends to own, we muſt not urderſtard him as if Images were 
of no uſe bug, to be helps to memory, and are honoured for 
10 other reaſon, (which is no reafon at all ) as the nnwary 
Reader will be apt to miſtake him ; but that theſe viſible 
Inages repreſent to us the inviſible Objects'of our Worſhip, 
and give us ſuch a ſenſe of their Power and Preſence,as makes 
sfalldown and worſhip them before thoſe Repreſentations, 
which we honour for their ſakes ; that 1s, tho they ſervefor 
temembrance, yet not as meer memorative Stgns, but as me- 
Wrative or repreſentative Objects of Worſhip. 
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3. I obſerve, that it is the very ſame thing whether we 
ſay, that we worſhip Chriſt as repreſented by the Image, or 
worlhip the Image as repreſenting Chriſt, for they both ſig- 
nify that Chriſt 1s worſhipped in and by his Image, that the 
Honour and Worſhip is given to the Image, and'referr'd to 
the Prototype. If Chriit be worſhipped as repreſented by 
the Image, then the Worſhip which 1s intended for Chriſt is 
eiven to the Image in his Name, and as his Repreſentative; 
if the Image be worſhipped as repreſenting Chriſt, then the 
Worſhip which 1s given to the Image, 1s not for it ſelf, but 
for Chriſt, whom it repreſents ; which differ juſt as. much as 
a Viceroy's being honoured for the King, or the King's being 
honoured in his Viceroy. Ard therefore I wonder, that - 
ny Man of Underſtanding and Judgment, \as Monſieur 4 
Mearx certainly is, ſhould think there 1s any great matter in 
ſaying, When we honour the Image of ani Apoſtle or Martyr, our 
Intention us rot ſo much to honour the Image, as to honour the Aps- 
file or Martyr in the preſence of the Image ; that is, in and by 
che Image, as I have ſhowed that Phraſe ſignifies, when it 
is referred to a Repreſentative Obje : for it is the very 
ſame thing to ſay, we honour the Image as repreſenting the 
Martyr, or we honour the Martyr as repreſented by the 
Image. 

x70 prenuſed theſe things, let us now. compare the | 
Opinion of Monſieur de car with the Opinion of St. Th- 
1145s Aquinas about the Worſhip of Images ; and tho the fill 
is thought by ſome Men to ſay a great deal too little, and the 
other a great deal too much ;, yet it will appear, that their 
Opinions in this mattcr are the very ſame. 

T hey both agree, That Chriit and his Saimts are repre- 
ſented by their Images ; they both agree, that Chriſt and 
his Saints are worſhipped in their Images; as repreſented by 
them ;, they both agree, that no other Worſhip is to be paid 
to, or before, or in preſence of. the Image, but only that I 
Worſhip which is due to the Prototype, to Chriſt or his Saints 
repreſented by ſuch Images : Hence Thomas aſſerts, that the 
Image is to be worſhipped with that Worſhip which is due 
to the Prototype ; the Image of Chriſt with Latria, becauſe 
that is due to Chriſt; and the Images of the Saints wil 

| alia, 
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Dulia, becauſe that degree of Worſhip is proper to them ; 


Apoſtle. or Martyr, their Intention is net ſo much to honour the 
Image, 4s to honour the Apoſtie or Martyr in preſence of the Image - 
that is, they perform no other AZ of Worſhip in the pre- 
ſence of the Images, but that which 1s proper to the Apoſtle 
and Martyr ; and therefore they both agree, that there is 
but one motion of the Mind to the Image, and to the Proto- 
type repreſented by it; that 1:, as the Biſhop ſpeaks, they 
have but one Intention, and that is to honour the Apoſtle or 
Martyr in the preſence of the Image : and yct after all, they 
ſem vaſtly to differ, for Thomas ſays,that they give the Wor- 
ſhip of the Prototype to its Image ; that is, that. tney wor- 
ſhip the Image of Chriſt with Zatria, which is the Worſhip 
due to Chriſt ; but the Biſhop will not own, that they pro- 
perly give any Worſhip at all to Images, but only worſhip 
Chriſt, or the Saints, 1n the preſence of the Images ; Chriit 
indeed with Latria, 'IMmd the Saints with Dulia, but their 
Images properly with neither : and yet this difference is 
only in words, as F afquez confeſſes concerning Durandrs and 
 Holcot, whom Mr. ds Meaux follows, that they agreed with the 
Cathalick, Church, in performing all external Alts of Adoration 
to Images, and that they differed only in manner of ſpeaking from 
the reſt. | | 
. For, as I have already ſhew*d, to worſhip the Image, or 
before, and in the preſence of the Image, when it fignifies 
a Repreſentative Objef, is the ſame thing ; and there is no 
.Gifference between worſhipping the lmage as repreſenting 
Chriſt, and worſhipping Chriſt as repreſented by the Image ; 
$ud yet this 1s all the difference 'between Mr. de Meaux and 
Thomas Aquinas : Thol think Thomas ſpeaks moſt properly ; 
®for if Chriſt be worſhipped in his Image, we mult give the 
Worſhip to the Image, which we intended for Chriſt, be- 
cauſe Chriſt Is worſhipped in that Worſhip we give to his 
Image ; and therefore he cannot be worſhipped by his Image; 
'f his Image be not worſhipped ; of which more-preſcntly. 
-\ .Duranans indeed, whoſe Opinion Mr: 4eHeanx ſeems to 
follow, did in words oppoſe ' the Dottrine Bf Themas, that 
the Worſhip of the Prototype ought not to be given to an 
& Image, 


and the Biſhop teaches, Thar when they honour the Image. of an 
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Image, becauſe the Image and the Prototype were two diſtin! 


things; and therefore what belonged to the Exemplar could mr be 


attributed to an Image, however conſidered as an Image ;” and fo 
the Worſhip due to the Exemplar could not be given to the Image : 


- but yet heplainly grantsall that Thomas intended by it ; - that 
' the Image may be ſaid to be worſhipped with the ſame Wor(bip 
. mith the thing repreſentea-;, becauſe at the preſence of the I mage, 


Durand. in 
Senr, 3, Diſt. 9. 
'« pA 


we worſhip the Objett repreſented by it, as if he were attually 
preſent. | 

But 1 have a better reaſon than this to believe that they | 
were both of a Mind, tho they expreſled themſelves very | 
difierently ; and that is, becauſe th:ir Arguments, whereby | 
they conirm their ſeveral Opinions are the faine, 'and then | 


\ 


It i not likely that their Opinions ſhould much ditfer. 


Durandus proves, That the Images are not to be worſhipped, 
but only improperly and abuſively ;, becauſe at their preſence me 
call to mind thoſe Objefts repreſented by them, whith are worſhip- 
ped before the Images, as if they were*preſent, by ſuch Argu- | 
ments as theſe : that Worſhip properly belongs only to that | 
Being in whom the cauſe of Worlbip 1s, and that only to hi; 
Perſon, upon account of his adorable Perfeftions, which are 


.. Thecauſe of that Worlhip; and therefore Latria,or Supream |} 
* . Worſhip can be due only to God, upon account of his Deity. 


But that which is no Subject capable of Holineſs and Vertue, | 
cannot in it ſelf be the term of - Adoration; and therefore 
proper Worſhip can never be due to the Image of Chriſt, or 
to his Croſs ; for tho Chrilt be repreſented by his Image, 


. there 1s areal difference in the thing, and in the conception 
| between the Image and the thing repreſented; and therefore, . 


properly ſpeaking, the ſame Worſhip 1s never due to the | 
Image, that is to the Objc& repreſented by it. " 
| Thomas Aquinas on the other ſide proves, that the Image 
muſt be worſbipped with that Worſhip which is due tothe 
Prototype, or the thing repreſented by it, by much the ſame 
Arguments. | | 
1. That no irrational Creature is capable of Worſhip, but with 
4 reſpeit to aggational Being, which anſwers to Duranaus his 
reaſon, that Worſhip properly belongs only to that Being, in 


wiom the cauſe of Worſhip is z and that which is no Subject 
IB capabk 
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capable of Holinets and Vertue ( as.no inanimate, or irrati- 


onal Creatures, and therefore no Image ) cannot in it ſelf 


be the term of Adoration. From which it appears that 
they muſt agree, that no proper Worſhip can be given to 
Images. 2. Becuuſe Images are to be worſhipped upon account 
of their Repreſent atian ;, \therefore they are to 'be worſhipped with 
the ſame Worſhip of the thing repreſented. 3. Becauſe the mo- 
tion of the Mind towards an Image, as an Image, vs the ſame with 
the motion towards the thing repreſented. So that Thomas plain- 
ly allows, that the Image 1s not to be worſhipped at all up- 
on Its Own account, but only as it repreſents z and to worſhip 
the Image-as It repreſents, .is the yery ſame act with wor- 
ſhipping tlie -Object as: repreſented by the Image ; becauſe 
the motion of -the Mmd' towards an Image, as an Image, that 
is, as It repreſents, 4s the ſame with the motian towards the 
thing repreſented : That to worſhip an Image as repreſen- 
ting Chriſt; iis the fame thing with worſhipping Chriſt as 
repreſented by the Image ; and therefore the ſame Wor- 
ſhip which 1s due to Chritt, muſt be give to his Image, as 
repreſenting htm ;or to himas repreſented by the Image. So 
that according to Thomas his reaſoning, there i3.no difterence 
between his giving the Worſp of Chriſt to his Imagpe,.as 
repreſenting hin, and Durandus his worſhipping Chriſt be- 
fore this Image. as repreſented by it, ,as-if he were actually 
preſent. Thamas could not have quarrelled with Durazdus, 
becauſe he owns it is.the ſame thing, tho Daranans quarrels 
with Thomas. 


And therefore Faſqzez, who ſeems to underitand the yaguez D:6. 
Dottrme of Fhomas as well as any Man, acknowledges that 105. c. 1. 


Durandas ard Holcot differed onlyin;manner of ſpeaking trom 
the 'reſt 5 and. freely declares. his own Opinion to (be, that 


an Image cannot be lawfully worſvipped any other way than as in [1 pjs. 
aud by that the Exemplar 4. made the term and next material Ob- 199, c, ;, 


fe of Adoration : and he gives this Reaſon for it. becauſe ao 


mhanimate'thing 15'of it ſelf capable of War ſhip ;; but an Image con- 


ſidered 21 an Tmage, but without the Exemplar, is an inanimate 
tg. This is the Dottrine of Thomas according, to # a{quez, 
which allows no more Worſhip to an Image, conſidered 1n 
it ſelf, then Durandus does, and yet be ſays, that .3t may be 
ut = L delivered 
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delivered abſolntely, that Images are to be worſhipped with Latria, 
if by that be meant the ſame Worſhip, which is given to the Ex. 
emplar : And therefore Bellarmine tells us, That ro give the 
Worſhip of Latria to the Image of Chriſt, as repreſenting Chriſt; 
1s to worſhip the Image but #mproperly, and per accidens ;, and 
this reconciles Thomas and Durandas, who grants that the 
Image, may be faid to be worſhipped improperly and abu- 
ſively, as in preſence of the Image, the Object is worſhipped 
repreſented by it, as if it were actually preſent. 

As for Durandas his Argument againſt Thomas his Dottrine, 
that the Werſhip of the Prototype 1s to be given to the 
Image, That there is a real difference in the thing, and in the con- 
ception between the Image and the thing repreſented ;, and there- 
fore, properly ſpeaking, the ſar:e Worſhip ts wever due _to the 
Image, that is to the Obje&t repreſented byit. I think; if any 
Worlhip of Images were jaſtifable, this Argument were ea- 
ly anſwered. For tho there be a great difference indeed in 
the nature of things, between the Image and the Objett, be- 
tween Chriſt ſuppoſe, and his Image which repreſents him; 
yet in this caſe there is none in the Conception; for an Image 
when it receives our Worſhip in the place and ſtead of .the 
Prototype, does not repreſent according to the uſual nature 
'of an Image by its likeneſs and. ſimilitude.; for ſo both in 
the thing end in the conception the Image” differs: from the 
Object it repreſents; but it repreſents as a Proxy and Sub- 
ſtitute, who in the eye of the Law, is the ſame Perſon with 
him, whom he repreſents. Thus Thomas muſt underſtand 
the Repreſentation of an Image, when he ſays, that it is 
the ſame motion of the Mind to -the Image, and the exem- 
plar repreſented by'it ; that 1s, that the Image is ſuppoſed 
to ſupply the place of Chriſt, and -repreſent him preſent to 
us ; and therefore we worſhip the Image as Chriſt's Repre- 
ſentative with that” Worſhip we would give to him were he 
actually preſent ; this 13 not-indeed the natural uſ2 of .Ima- 
pes, nor is it natural to worſhip them, but this. is the true 


reg, de.” Va- Interpretation of Thomas his Doctrine ; and therefore Grego- 


lenr, de Idolol.., 


be-2« 6 7» 
Cajent. in Aq. 
3 P.9.25.4!1.3. 


ins de Valentia exprelly tells us, that t.5e Image is worſhipped i 
'ChriſPs ſtead: And Cardinal Cajetan ſays, That Chriſt him- 
Felf -is the reaſon of the Worſhip of the Image ;, and bis being tt 


the 
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the Image is the condition by which the reaſon of the Worſhip doth 
excite Men to worſhip and terminate it : that is, Chriſt is in hjs 
Image, as a King is in his Viceroy, or any Man in his legal 
Proxy : This is what Suarez meant by the efſe reale, and efſe re- Suarez Dip. 54 
preſentativum of the Prototype z that tho the Image does not S*. 4. 
contain Chriſt in the firſt ſenſe in his own proper Perſon, yet 
irdoes-in the ſccond ſenſe. as his legal Proxy,and Repreſenta- 

tive. | Ard this Durand himſelf mult acknowledg, if there 
bz any ſenſe in hi words, T hat 'at the preſence of the Image, 
we worſhip the Object repreſented by it, as if he 'were aftually 
preſent. For why ſhould he in the preſence of the Image, 
worſhip Chriſt repreſented by it as it he were actally pre- 
ſent, unleſs he account the 'Image the Subſtitute and Repre- 
ſentative of Chriſt, as if he were aCtually preſent ;' and 
this, I think, reconcues: that appearance of difference be- 
tween Thomas and Durandus, occaſioned by a Miſapprehen- 
fon of Thomas. his Doctrine. Durandus owns the Worſhip 
of Chriſt in the preſence of the Image, as he is repreſented 
in the Image, as if he were actually preſent, which is 
Mr. de Meaux his Opinion: alſo in this matter; but he will 
not allow this, but only in an improper and abufive ſenſe, to 
be the Worſhip of the Image, becauſe the Image is not 
Chriſt, but both in the thing and in the conception is diſtin- 
zuiſhed from him ; and therefore to worſhip the Image of 
Chriſt, would be to worſhip Wood or Stone, with the Wor- 
ſhip of Chriſt : Whereas Thomas conſiders the Image not as 
to its external matter or form, upon which account he de- 
nies any Worſhip to be given to it, but as the Proxy and 
Repreſentative of Chriſt ; and thus it 1s Chriſt repreſented 
in the Image, and not the material Image, which is wor- 
ſhipped ; which is the: very ſame with Durandus his way 
of worſhipping Chriſt as repreſented in the Image, - in 
the preſence of the material Image; that 1s, he worſhips 
before the material Image, but worſhips only the Perſon of 
Chriſt, as repreſented by the Image. 

But this will be better underſtood by conſidering the na- 
ture and capacity of a legal Proxy or Repreſentative. Sup- 
poſe 'A were to all intents and purpoſes a legal Proxy tor 
B, to do, ard to receive whatever B might do and receive 
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(92) | 
in his own Perform; withis cafe A 1s not Confidered as A, in 
his own; perſonal Capacity, .but 4 .is B, as. his Proxy and 
Repreſentative: Suppole now that C owes a Survof Mony,, 
- or a.certain Homage. to 6, and paysit.to-A as B's. Proxy, 

that is, not as he 13 4; but'B.. When © worſhips A as re- 
preſenting the Perſon of B, he is properly faid not to wor- 
{hip 4, but'B ; becauſe he worſhips 4 not as 4, but as A is B, 
1 his Repreſentative Capacity. Now if you will ſuppoſe 
A to be the Image, and B to be Chrilt, this explains in what 
ſenſe Thomas worihips, the Image for Chriſt, not as the Image 
is Wood or Stone, but as It1s the Repreſentative of Chriſt; 
Perſon. Now ſuppoſe 14 ſhould ſcruple paying the Wor- 
ſip of B to A, becanſe A is a diſtindt Perfon from FB, and 
Hhas;nd right to the ſame Worſhip and therefore ſhould on- 
ly, worſhip Pin the- preſence of 'A; as repreſenting him; 
would nos alltheWerkd ice, that D and C meant and did 
' the ſame thing, worſhipped A as the: Repreſentative of Z, 
tho D is picaſed to phraſe tt otherwiſe, and more improper- 
ly than C does for the; perſonal Capacity of 4 is not con- 
ſidered at all; when it 15 worſhipped for B, -bnt only his 
Repreſentative'Capacity z and thists the only difference de- 
tween Thomas ard Durandus. Thomas worthips the Imag 
in. Chriſt's place and ftcad, as repreſenting Chriſt, without 
conſidering, its natural Capacity as an Image of Wood or 
- Stone ;, as C worlkips A as B's Proxy, without conſidering 
A's perſonal Capacity : but Durandrs worſhips Chriſt as re- 
preſented by the Image ( which isthe fame with the Image 
repreſenting Chriſt Y in: the prefence of the Image confi- 
dered in its natiiral. Capacity ; as D worſhips B as repre- 
ſented by 4, inthe preſence of 4, confidered in his perſo- 
nal Capacity 3 that is, he worfhips repreſentative A in the 
preſence of perſonal 4, which is the ſame thing that C 
does; but is a more uncouth and abſurd way of ſpeaking. 
_  Thvs to proceed, When C worſhips A as B%s Proxy, 11 
his name ard ſtcad, does he worſhip A or B ? he worſhips 
A indeed, bat conſidered as B ;, and therefore the Worſhip 
given to A in the name of B, is not the Worſhip of 4, but 
of 'B; Ard will any Man ſay that 4 and B are two Objects 
of Worlhip ? when 16 this fenſe, 4 1s B, and is conllianrgs 
| only 
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only as B, that is, as B's Proxy ; and therefore 4 conſi- 
dered as 4, in his own perſonal Capacity, is not workhip- 
ped at all, neither abſolutely nor relatively, per ſe, nor per 
accidens ;, but if A be worlhipped, ogly as B, to ſay, that A 
15 worſhipped relatively, or per accidens, is to ſay that B, 
who 1s worſhipped in, A, is worſhipped both abſolutely and 
relatively, properly and improperly, per fe and per accidens ; 
which are ſom2 of the Objections which Catharinus and 
others ufe againſt Thomas. | 
Much at, the ſame rate others compare Fhomas his Do- 
Qrine of worſhipping the ln-age with the Wori:ip of the 
Prototype, as repreſented by it, with worſhipping a Sign, 
and the Thing ſignlicd 3 or worſhipping the King ard his 
Robes, which are very remote irom the Buſineſs, and per- 
plex and coniound a Vottrine, whichis very eaſy to be un- 
derſtocd, and calily reſcued from thoſe. Scholaſtick Abſur- 
dities which are charged on it, if that were its only faulr. 
For the true Repreſentation of ir, is by conſidering the Na- 
ture of a Proxy, and lcgal Reprefentative, which as in 
another's name and ſtead. | 
Having thus conſidered what is the Notion of Image- 
Worſhip, according to Thomas,and Durand, and Monſieur 
ae Meaux, that it 15 a worfhipping the Image in the name 
and ſtead of -the. Prototype, as itz Proxy and Repreſenta- 
tive, worſhipping the Image as repreſenting Ghrilt, as Tho- 
mas ſpeaks, or worlkipping Chriſt before his Image as re- 
preſented by it, as Duranam and M. de Meaux ſpeak. We 


have now ſome Foundation to. build on; and 1'think they - 


have no reaſon to complain that I have ſtated it in this man- 
ner, which grants, them all they can deſire: or - ask for, wiz. 
That they do not worſhip Images, 2s an -Image fignifies a 
Fizure of Wood or Stone ; but they worſhip the Image as 
repreſenting Chritt ; or,if they, like that better, Chriſt as 
repreſented in his Image ; That when they honaz the Image. of 
an Apoſtle or Mattyr, they as nat ſo much mtend' to hanour the 
Image, us the Apoſtle or Martyr uu the preſence of the Image. 
Let.us then conlider whether this wHl juſtify them ;, and if 
this will not, I doubt their Cauſe is deſperate. And in order 
to this, 1 ihall do theſe three things. 

1. Show 
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1, Show you, that this is the only intelligih'e Notion of 
worlhipping God, or Chriſt, or the Saint:, by Imaig:s; 
that Images are a kind of legal Proxies and Repreſentatives, 
to receive our Worſhip im the name and ſtead of Chriſt, or 
the Saints. | 

2. That this is the Scripture Notion of Image-Worſhip ; 


ard that in this ſenſe it 1s the Scripture cordemns the 
ſhip of Images, as practiſed by the Heathens. 

3- I ſhall ſhow, wherein the Evil of worſhipping Imazes 
acccrding to this Notion con{'ſts. 

1. That this 1s the only intelligible Notion of werſkip- 
Ping God, or Chriſt, or the Saints, by Imag:s; that Images 
are a kind of legal Proxlies and Repreſentatives to receive 
our Worſhip in the name and ſtead of the Prototype, or the 
Being repreſented by them. 

The Reaſon cf worſhipping Images, is to do Honour to 
ſome Divine Bcing repreſented by theſe Images : for the? 
true occaſion of Image-Workhip, is that fondneſs Men have 
for a vilible Obj:& of Worſhip ; and becanſe they cannot 
ſee the Gods they worſhip, therefore they ſt up Images, as 
vitible and repreſentative Deities, to receive their Worſhip 
in the name and ſtead of their Gods. Now if we grant, 
that Men intend to worſhip their Gods, in that Worſhip 
they pay to, or before their Images, we mnſt grant that 
theſe Images are inſtead of viſible Gods to them, or ſup- 
ply the place of their Gods, and recetve Worſhip in their 
Names. | 

For to- worſhip God, or any Divine Being, by an Image, 
can ſignify neither more nor leſs, than to worſhip God, or 
Chrilt, or the Saints, in that Worſhip which we give to 
their Images : for God cannot be worſhipped in an Image 
any otherwiſe, than as the Worſhip which is given to the 
[mage is his Worſhip, and given in his Name: for B can 
be worſhipped in A, only as A is B's Repreſentative, and 
is worſhipped 1n his name and ſtead. To worſhip any Be- 
ing, 1s to worſhip his Perſon ; and therefore we mult either 


worſhip him in his own natural Perſon, or in his Repreſen- 
tative, who 1s his legal Perſon. | 


Wore 


As 


al 95-7 
-  "As'to ſhew you this particularly. | 

If any Men were ever ſo ſottiſh as to believe their Imapes 
themſelves, that is, the viſible Fizures of Wood, or Stone, 
or Braſs, to bz Gods, and to worſhip them as Gods, ſuch 
Men cannot be ſaid to worſhip God by an Image, but to 
worſhip an Imaze-God ; for the Image it ſelf is their God. 
and the Worſhip terminates on the Image as God. They 
may be ſaid to worſhip falſe Gods, Gods, in a ſtri& and 
' proper ſenſe, of Wood and Stone; but to worſhip Ged 

by an Image, and to worſhip the Image it ſelf for a Ged, 
are very diſtin& things : and if the Scripture forbids the 
Worſhip of God by an Image, it will not juſtify Image- 
Worſhip, to ſay, that ſome Heathens were ſuch Sots, as to 
be:ieve their Images themſelves to be Gods ; for Men who 
are not ſuch Sots, may Worſhip their Gods by Images, as 
all thoſe Heathens did, who acknowledged their Images to 
be only Symbols and Repreſentations of their Gods, and 
therefore not to be Gods themſelves ; for the ſame thing 
cannot be a Symbol and Repreſentation of it ſelf ; which' is 
a3 good ſenſe as to ſay, that a Sign, and the thing ſignified 
by 1:, 1s the ſame. 

To give a proper, though inferiour degree of worſhip to 
Images themſcives,-4s not to worſhip God or Chriſt by his 
Image, becauſe In this caſe, the Worſhip they give to- the 
Image of Chrilt, is not 'fach a Worſhip as is proper for 
Chriſt, and is terminated not on Chriſt, bit on his Image. 
No Worſhip 1 proper to be given to Chriſt, but the Wor- 
ſhip of Latrca, or ſupream and ſoveraign Worſhip : but the 
Roman DoGors, who embrace this Opinion, deny with the 
fecond Council of Nice, that Latria may be given to Ima- 
res, and in general reject the Doctrine of Thomas, that the 
Image is to be worſhipped with the Worſhip due to the Pro- 
totype : And how then can Chriſt be worſhipped in his 1- 
mage, if no Worſhip is given to the Image, - which 1s fit for 
Chrift to receive ? when the Image has no Worſhip given it, 
but ſuch as is proper to its ſelf, conſidered as Chriſts Image, 
will they call this the Worſhip of Chriſt'? eſpecially fince 
this Worſhip which is given to the Image, is terminated on 

the Image as 4ts own -proper and peculiar Worſhip, Jo Ca- 
EN tharinus 
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tharinu and Bellarmine, and all of this way acknowledp ; 
who rejet Thomas his NoQtrine of worſhipping the Image, 
with the worſhip of the Prototype repreſented by it, be- 
cauſe this 1s not properly the Worſhip of the Image, but of 
the Prototype ; and therefore that :the Image may be ſure 
to be worſhipped, they give it ;an inferior degree of Wor- 
ſhip, which terminates on it ſelf. Now how Chriſt ſhould 
be worſhipped in that Worſhip which terminates on his 
Image ; that is, how that Worſhip which ends in the Image, 
and goes no farther, ſhould paſs through the Image, and end 
in'Chriſt, as it muit do, If Chriſt be worſhipped 1n the 
Image, is palt my underitanding, as all Contradictions 
Are. | | 

But they refer 'the Worſhip of the Image to the Pro- 
totype. But! it is worth enquiring how they do It ; Do 
they intend the Worſhip they gtve to the Image for Chriſt ! 
that is, Do they intend to worſhip Chriſt 1n that Worhip 
they give to his-lmage ? No: they:can't do that, becaut: 
.they give.only an interior-degree of Worſhip to the Image, 
which is-not worthy of Chriſt ; not.a Worthip proper for 


him, but only for his Image : but they worſhip the Image 


for the-lake of Chriit; and this they take to be an Honour 
.to Chriſt to worſhip his Image: but this is not to worſhip 
Chriſt in or by hi; Image; for in this way Chritt is not wor- 

-thipped in that Worſhip we give'.to his Image, .but it is to 
worſhip the Image for'Chriſt's ſake, which 1s, by-interpre- 
.tation, an Honour'to Chriſt ; as any reſpect we ſhow to the 
Image of :the-King, argues our Efteem and Honour for our 

King, whoſe Image it is : but theiſe two differ a3 much as to 
-honour Chrift-in our Actions, ' and to: worſhip him, as to do 
-Fomethingwhich-is, by interpretation, an-Honour to Chriſt, 
and to make our ummediate Addveſles, to offer up our Pray- 
ers and Thankfgivings to him. Every thing we do for the 
-Honour ' of Chriſt, is not preſently an Ac of Wortſip; 
.and therefore.though-we ſhould -grant,that we honour Chriſt 
in the Worſhpof his Image, it does mot follow. that there- 

fore we worſhip thim in worſhipping his Image, when we 
;give no Worſtip at all to htm, but only to:his Image; which 
+ plainly ſhows, that in this way they do not worthip cy 
2b I 
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 'by his Image, bnt only worſhip the Image for-Chrift's ſake. 
Which isa plain” Argrntent to me, that though this Way 
has very great and learned Advocates, yet it cannot be the 
meaning of- the Conncil- of Trent, becauſe it is not recon- 
cileable. with the Practice of the Church' of Rome ; which 
prays every day to Chriſt, and the bleſkd Virgin, to Saints 
and Martyrs, before their Images, in ſuch terms as are pro-- 
per only to be uſed to themſelves ; which beſides the other: 
Faults of it, is horrid Non-ſenſe, if they do not intend to 
worſhip Chriſt and the Saints in their Images. 

Much leſs do thoſe worſhip the Prototypes in their Ima- 
ges, who only uſe Images as helps to Memory, and to ex- 
cite devout AﬀeCctions in them, that at the ſight of the Image 
they may offer up more fervent Prayers to God or Chritt : 
for thongh this pratice may and has a great many other 
Faults in it, yet this 1s neither 1in the intention of the Wors- 
ſhipper, to worſhip the Image, nor the Exemplar by the 
$ Image. Monſieur de Meanx, by ſome Expreſſions he uſes, 

would perſwade his Readers,” that this- is-all 'the Church of 
Rome intends in the uſe of Images; and yet he owns the 
Doctrine of the Council of Trent, That the Hononr of the 
Image u referred to the Prototype, becanſe by the Images which 
we kiſs, and before which we uncover our Heads, and proſtrate 
or ſelves, we adore Chriſt, and worſhip the Saints, whoſe Like- 
refs they bear. Which plainly ſGgnifies, that we worſhip Chritf 
and the Saints in the worſhip of their Images ; and there- 
fore though Images may be helps to Memory alfo, yet they 
maſt be honoured and worſhipped, that Chriſt-and his Saints 
may be worſhipped in them, and by them ; which is a very 
different thing from being bare Signs to help our Memories . 
and quicken our Devotions. There 1s no need of Confſe- 
cration for this End ; and the Chureh takes no notice of this 
uſe of them in her Forms of Conſecration. Fheſe are all 
the Pretences I have met with for the uſe of Images in Reli- 
gious Worſhip : and ir 13 evident from what -I have ſaid, 
that there is no other ſenſe, wherein God or Chriſt can be* 
ſaid to be worſhipped by an Image, but only as the Image 
receives the Worſhip due to Chriſt in his Name and Stead;as 

f it were his legal Proxy and acme, TA E 
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have ſhewed, is the true Interpretation, both of the Do- 
Arine of Durandws, and Monſieur de Mearx, and Thomas in 
this Matter. SENT OS 7 En aanos 
_ 2dly. 1 am now to ſkow;that 1t 151n this Notion the Scrip- - 
ture forbids the worſhip of Images, as the Repreſentatives 
of God, or any Divine Bzing, to recelve our Worſhip in 
God?s Name and Stead. lt 1s true indeed, the 24 Command- 
ment, which forbids the worſhip of Images,takes no notice of 
the DiſtinCtions of the Schools, in what Notion an Image is 
worſhipped, or what kind and degree of Worſhip 15 given to 
it; but the words are fo large and genera!, as to exclude 
all uſe of Images in Religious Woffſhip. The Worſhip 
which is expreſly forbidden 1n the Commandment to be g1- 
yen to Images, is only the External Alts of Worſhip, ſuch 
as to bow down to them ; which 1s the very leaſt that can 
be done, if Men make any uſe of Images in Religious Wor- 
ſhip : The Images which are forbidden to be worſhipped, 
are all ſorts of Images whatever ; The likeneſs of any Thing 
which us in Heaven above, or in the Earth beneath, or in theWa- 
ter under the Earth. And how. extravagant ſoeyer Mens 
Fancies are, they cannot well form any Image, but muſt he 
like to ſome of theſe things, either in whole or in part. 
But the Commandment takes no notice of Mens diiferent 
Opinions about Images, whether they look upon them as 
Gods, or Repreſentatives of God, or helps to Memory and 
Devotion : for ſince the deſign of the Commandment is to 
forbid the uſe of Images in Religicus Worſhip, it was dan- 
gerous to leaye any room for DiſtinCtions ; which is to make 
= every Man judg, what is an Innocent, and what is a ſinful 
vſe of Images ; which would utterly evacuate the Law : for 
Men of Wit can find out ſome Apology or other for the 
grolleſt Superſtitions. | 
As for inſtance; 


. I find a notable Criticiſm in the Advertiſement to Mon- 
ſiepr de Meaux his Expoſition, (p. 14.) That the Images for- 
ebidden in the ſecond Commandment, are thoſe which are farbid- 
den to be made, a4 well a4 to be worſhipped. The Conſequence 
of which'is, That the Worſhip of ſuch Images as may be 
lawfully made, is not forbidden in this Law ; and then in- 


deed 
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ded there is room ehtough for the Worſhip of Images : un- 
leſs he will ſays” That it is unlawful to make the Images of 
any thing 1n_ Heaven or Earth,. or under the Earth ; but 
then they can haveno Images to worſhip. Tertullian indeed, 
and ſome others, condemned the very Arts of Painting and 
Carving Images, as forbid in the ſecond Commandment : 
and it is certainly unlawful to make any Image in order to 
worſhip it. Eut I defireto kngyy of this Author, whether 
it be lawful to make an Image WF Picture of the Sun, and 
Moon, and Planets ; of Birds and Bealts, 'of Men and Wo- 
men? which are the Likeneſs of Things ia Heaven, and 
Things on Earth ? If it be, then the making of thoſe Ima- 
- ges is not forbid in the ſecogd Commandment, and then the 
worſhip of them is not forbid neither. But he ſays, He 


means ſuch Images 44 are made to repreſent God, and thoſe 


which are made to ſhow him preſent, and which are worſhipped 
with the ſame intention as full of his Divinity, But is this the 
Work of the Carver, or the Painter, to make a God ? Can 
the Pencil, or the Knife, put Divinity into a Picture or 
Image ? This is the work of him that Conſecrates, and him 
that Worlhips. | : 


Qu fingit Sacros auro vel marmore vultus 
Non facit ile Deos, qui colit, ille facit., 


-. Hz had forgot the! Brazen Serpent which Hezekiah broke, 
the-making of: which, -I ſappoſe,” was not forbid in the ſe- 
cond .Command, but it ſeems the worſhip of it was. But 
to return: | Py he: 
-: Though the ſecond Commandment forbids the worſhip of 
all forts of Images, and every act and: degree of Worlhip, 
without leaving room for .any+ Exceptions or Diſtintions ; 
yet we may. learn from Scripture, what was the currant No- 
tion of Image-Worſhip at that time, viz. That they wor- 
ſhipped their Images, not for Gods, but for Symbols and 
Repreſentations of thetr Gods ; that ts, they ſet them up as 
vitble Obje&ts of Worſhip, to receive their Worſhip in the 
name and ſtead of their Gods : - They did not worſhip the 
-  Imapes themſelves, but their Gods in and by their Images. 
| mY M 2 Indeed, 
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Indeed, this is the only :Notion' of Image-Worſhip that 
any Men ever had, tilt Chriſtians began to: worlhip tmages, 
and then were' forced to;defend it, -and-to diltinguiſh away 
the Idolatry. of it. i CEPT of! 

This is the Acconnt-the: Heathens gave of their Worſhip 
of Images, Thatithey did not believe them to be. Gods; bur 
only worſhipped their Gods in thar Images: * 'Fhus Cicers 

- aſcribes the making/Imageggf their:Gods in' humane Shape; 
de Natura de- tg, their Superſtition, 'VE ar pmalacra, que venerantes deog- 
vrumyl. 1.6-27+ ;p ſos fe adire crederent, that they-might have Imapes to make 

their Addreſſes to, as if the Gods themſelves were preſent. 
And Maximus Tyriws gives a:large Account of their Images 
to the ſame purpoſe,. That theyre all but ſo many Pictures 
and Repreſentations of the Deity, 'to bring: us to the con-- 
ception of him: 3 and-it matters not what the Image be, ſo: 
\ it bring God to our Thoughts, and direct our Worſhip to: 
yYyltly him 5 0&ov &s Zywulw tw wovor.. Celſus and Fulian-deny 
#/ __—-— that they thought their Images to be:'Gods ; and ſo did the- 
Ste Dr. Stil-Heathens in Arnobins, Athanaſms, and St. Auſtin, as thoſe 
lingtleer ; Dif Fathers acknowledg. And Faliantells us, That a lover of 
_ f 717. God loves the Repreſentations of the Gods ;. and beholding: 
try, p. 466, &c. their Images, doth ſecretly fear and reverence them, which 
although inviſible themſelves,, do behold: him. And Dw- 

Chryſoſtom,, 10, his. Olympick Oration,: gives. this Account 

why Men are ſo fond of Images, which they know cannot 

Dio Chryſ, - Expreſs: the inviſible and- inexpreſſible Nature of God, Be- 
Orart. 12» canſe Mankind doth not lawe to worſhz God at a diſtance, but to 
comt near and feel him, and with #* jth Sacrifice to hum, and 

Crown him. Nay. thoſe very Heathens who believed that 
ſome inviſible Spirits after Conſecration were, not incorpo- 
rated with their Images, (which it does not appear to me, 
that-any of them thought ) but preſent in them ; did not 
therefore worſhip the material Figure, -but through the viti- 
ble Image, worſhipped thoſe invifible Spirits which were 
hid.in it. Non hoc viſibile colo, ſed numen quod illic inviſiti- 
liter babtat. '| And therefore Arnobire ſays, That they for- 


Max. Tyrins, 
diſlert, 38. 


St. Aug, in 
Pfal. 113. 


Arno\, 1. 6. med the Images of: their Gods, Vicaria ſabſterutione, that is, 
to ſet them in the place of God, to be a vicarious Object of 

Worſhip, to receive their Worſhip in the name of uy 
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Geds 3. and: that God-receives their Worſhip by Images, per 
quedam fidei .commifſa, by way of Truſt; as if -they were 
intruſted to receive their Werlſhip for, God- in his ſtead. 
Hence St. Auſtin tells ns,; that no Image of God ought to be 
yorſhipped, but only Chriſt, whois what he is; and hg not 
to be. worſhipped «ſtead of Ged, but together, with him; 
nhich ſhows plainly what Notion the-Fathes had: of proper aug. Ep. 11s. 
Image: worſhip; that it-4is to. worſhip the [mage 1njtead of c. 21, 
Ged : and. therefore tho Chriſt be ſuch, an Image of God as 
mult be worſhippcd,. yet he muſt not be worilipped as an 
Image ;. that 1s,. not in the. ſtead, but together with Gad, 
And St. H:erom on Rom. 1. gives the {ame notion of Image- 
warſhip, SO uwomeds inviſibilis-Dens per ſmnlacrum viſibile colere- 
3 that.it is. to worſhip.the.invibie Godby a vitible Image: 
and therefore falling down before their Images is called by 
Arnobins,, Deorum ante. ora proſtrati, proſtrating themſelves Ar. /. 1. 
before the Face of their Gods ;. which 1s aptly expreſſed by 
Ceſar, ante ſimulacra projects viltoriam- a Dits - expoſcerent, Cxſar de Be!'s 
alling down before. their Images, they: begged: Victory of Cir. 1. 2. 
their Gods. 'And/in thoſe days before they-were acquainted: 
ith School-DiftinCtions, to pray to their Gods before their: 
Images, ard fixing their Eyes on them, was thought to be. 
Image-worſhip ; thus St. Auſtin expreſſes it by. adorat wel: 
wat intuens ſimulacrum, adoring, or praying,-looking upon-an 
Image : and ſo does Owid, Summifſeq,, geun-vultus im imagine Ovid.LFaſt.q. - 
Dive fixit, with bended Kneeshe fixes his Eye-upon the Iinage 
of the Goddeſs: and indeed all the Arguments of the an- 
dent Fathers againſt the Worſhip of Images are levelled: a« 
WE this Notion of it, that they worſhipped their Gods by 

ages, not that they thought their Images to be Gods. This;- 
len, being the received Notion of Image-worſhip among the: 
teathens,-in which they. all: agreed, as far -as we .have any 
count of their Opinions,. and being;the only intelligible 
xcount that can: be given of the Worſhip: of Images, we 
lave reaſon to believe, that the ſecond Commandment, - 
mich forbids the Worſhip of Images, had a principal regard 
ot; but I have other Arguments from the-Scripture it" 
kf to confirm this Opinion. | 


1. The 


Exod, 32. I. 


See Dy, Scil- 
ling. Defence 
of Diſc, of Ido- 


Ltry,p.747,c diſpleaſing this was to Gad. 
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'1. The firſt is from the firſt Example of [ mage-werihip 
among the Tſraelztes after the giving this Law; that is, the 
Worſkip of the Golden Calf, which Aaroz made while 
Moſes was in the Mount : That this Calf was intended on- 
ly asa Symbolical Repreſentation of the God of 1ſrael, and 


that they worſhipped the Lord Jehovah in the Worſhip of 


this Calf, is ſo evident-from the whole Story, that I confeſ 
I do not think that Man fit to be diſputed with, who de- 
nies it ; for he muſt either want Underſtanding, or Honeſty, 
to b2 convinced of the plaineſt matter, which he has no 
mind to believe. The occaſion of. their making this Calf, 
was the abſence of Moſes, who was a kind of a living Ora- 
cle, and Divine Preſence with them. They faid to Aare, 
Up, make us Gods, which ſhall go before us : for as for this N(0- 
ſes, the Man who brought us up out of the Land of Egypt, we 
wot net what i become of him - So that they wanted not a new 
God, but only a Divine Preſence with. them, ſince Moſes, 
who uſed to acquaint them with thz Will of God, and go- 
yern them by a Divine Spirit, was ſo long abſent, that they 
thought him loſt ; when the Calf was made, they ſaid, Theſe 
be thy Gods, O Tſrael, which brought Thee out of the Land if 
Egypt : Which they could not poſlibly underſtand of the | 
Calf; which was but then' made. For tho we ſhould think 
them ſo ſilly, as to believe it to be a God, 'it was impoſſible 
they ſhauld think that the Calf brought them out of "Egypt, 
before it ſelf was made : Nor Tould they think any Egyip- | 
tian Gods delivered them out of Egypt to the ruine andde- 
ſolation of their own Country ; eſpecially, ſince they, cer- 
tainly knew, that it was only the Lord Fehovah, who brought 
them out of -Egype - by 'the hand of Moſes; and therefore | 
Aaron built 'an Altar before it, 'and proclaimed a Feaſt to th: 
Lord, or to Fehovah, as the word Is : which makes it very 
plain to any unprejudiced, Man, that they intended to wor- 
ikip the Lord Fehovah in the Worſh'p of: the Golden Calf, 
which they made for a ſymbolical Repreſentation and Preſence 
of God; which ino doubt. was very agreeable to the notion 
the Egyptians had'of their Images, from'whom rhey leaan'd F ; 
this way of Worſhip; and I necd not tell any Man how F' 


2. Ano-F' 
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2: Another Argument of this, is, That Itrages are called 
Gods in Scripture 5 1/a. 44. 10. Who hath faſhioned a God,or 16, 44. 10,15, 
molten a Graven Iinage, which 15 profitable for nothing. He 17. 

| maketh a God and worſhippeth it ; be maketh it a Graven Image, 
and falleth down therets,—— The teſidue_ thereof he maketh a 
God, even his Graven Image, and worſhuppeth,'it,” and prayeth 
anto it,, and ſaith, Deliver me, for thou art my Ged. 1 need not 
multiply places for the proof of this ; for this isown'd by all 
the Adocates of the Church of Rome, and.re'ied on as the 
great ſupport of their Cauſe. From hence they ſay, it is 
plain in what ſenſe God forbids the Worſhip of Images, viz. 
when Men worſhip their Images for Gods, as the Text aſlerts 
the Hcathens did. But tho the Church of Rome workhips 
Images, yet ſhe does not worſhip them for Gods, but only 
worikip - God, or Chriſt, or the Saints in and by their Ima- 
& This is the reaſon of their great Zeal to make the 
0 and ſecond Commandment but one : becauſe the firſt 
Commandment forbidding the Worſhip of all falſe Gods, If ** 
that which we call the ſecond Commandment, which for- 
bids the Worſhip of Images, be reckoned only as part of the 
irſt, then they think ic plain jn what ſnſe the Worſhip of 
Images 1s forbid zz. only as the Worthip of falſe Gods 3 
2nd thereiore thoſe cannot be charged with th: breach of 
this Commandment, who do not believe their Images to be 
Gods. | 
.. Now beſides what I have already ſaid, to prove that the 
Heathens did not believe the Images themſelves to be God3, 
which is ſo ſottiſh a Conceit, as no Man of common Seaſe 
can be guilty of ; I have ſeveral Arguments to prove, that 
the Scripture does not underſtand it in this ſenſe. | 
S 1. The firſt is, That the Golden Calf is called Gods of 
Gold, Exod. 32.31. aid yet it is evident, they did not believe 
the Calf to be a God, but only a Symbol and Repreſenta- 
jp of the Lord Jehovah, whom they worſkipped in the 
Calf. | | 


"age, which ſignifies a Like- 


...2, The very name of an Im 
neſs and Repreſentation of ſome other Being, is irreconcile- 
able with ſach #Belief, that the Image it ſelf is a God ; that 
the Image is that very God, whom it is made to repreſent : 
WEE | which 


'Deut. 4. 15+ 


Iſa. 40. 8,27. 
Atts 17, 29» 
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which ſignifies, that the.likeneſs of God, js: that very God 
wlioſe likeneſs is : Eſpecially, when'the Scripture, which 
calls ſuch Images Gods, calls. them alſo the Images of theif 


Gods. : 


Which.is proof enough, that tho the Scripture calls Ima- 
ges Gods, . it does not underſtand.it in that ſenſe, that they 
believe their material Images to be Gods : for it is a contra- 
diction to ſay, that the Image of Baal, .is both their God 
'Baal, and his Image at the ſame time.; for the Image is not 
the thing it repreſents. "Hi | 


3. The Arguments urged -in Scripture againſt Images, 


plainly. prove, that they were not m2de to be Gods, but on- 


ly Repreſentations of God. One Argument is, becauſe they 
{aw no ſimilitude of 'God when he-ſpoke to them in MHoreh 
out of the midit of the Fire : another, that they. can make no 


likeneſs of Him. . To whom then will ye liken God, or what 


likeneſs will ye compare to Him? ——To whom then will ye liken 
Me, or fhall:T be equal, ſaiththe Holy One? Thus St. Paul ar- 
gnes with the Philoſophers at Athens ;, For as much then at 
we are the Off-ſpring of God, we ought not to think, the Godhead 
to be like to Gold, and Silver,and Stone graven by Art, and Mais 
;Device. Now what do all theſe Arguments ſignify againſt 


- -making a God:? for if they can make a God, what matter is 


it. who their God be like, ſo he be a God? It is a good Ar- 
gument againſt making any Image and Repreſentation of 
God, that it is impoſlible to make any-thing like him; but 
it is enough for a God to be like it ſIf. | 
Inwhat ſenſe then, you'l ſay,,doesthe Scripture call Ima- 
-ges Gods? there is'but one poſlibie ſenſz, that 1 krow of, 
-and that is, that they are vicarious and ſubſtituted Gods; 
that they are ſet upiin Ged's place, to repreſent.his Perſon, 
and toreceive our Worſhip :in :his name and ſtead, and 
-are Gods by Office, tho not 'by Nature. They are vilibl 
Repreſentations -of the Invifible. God, they bear his Name 
and receive his Worſhip:; as the Golden Calf was called Je- 
.bovab.,, and the: Worſhip of the! Calf was called a Fealt un- 
to the Lord : And this is:ſome reaſon for their being called 


:Gods; as the: Proxy and'Subltitute afts in the:name of the] 


Perſon:he reprefents : W hich proves that this is the Scrip |. 
1 | | ml 
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ture notion of Image-worſhip, that the Image is worfhipped in 
God's name and ſtead. And to this purpole | obſerve, "Thar 
tho? #0@x'v, or an Idol, ſignifies a falſe god ; yet it 1gnifies 
ſuch a falſe god as is only. the image and figure of another 
god, for ſy idanv ſignifies #ixer and buclopa, a likeneſs or ſimi- 
htnde. Thus Tertullian tells 113, corum imagines Idola , ima- Tertull. de 
ginum conlecratio Idolatria, I hat their Images are Idols, and the Idolo: c.4. 
:Conſecration of them is Idolatry. 7 hus the Author of the 
Book of Wiſdom attributes the original of !dolatry, to Fatbers Wiſdom c.14. 
making images for their children who were dead, and appointing ſe v. 15. 

lemni. tes to be kept before them as if they were ' pods ; and theirs by 
degrees Princes paſſed theſe things into Laws, and made meh to 
wor ſhip graven Images; and thus either out of affe&ion or flatter y 
the worſhip of Idols began. Which ſhews what he means. by 1dols, 
Images conlecrared for the worſhip of Ged. And therefore he 
diltinguiſhes the worſhip of fdols, from the worſhip of the Ele- 
ments and heavenly. bodies, when this was done Without an <, 1;, y. 6. 
Image : And therefore no God is in Scripture called an Idol but 
with reſpect to its Image. Thus Idols and Molten Gods are ER 
qoin'd rogether, as expounding each other. And the Plalmiſt Palm : ht 
tells us, The Idols of the Heathens are Silver and Gold, the work ny 
of mens hands. $0 that an Idol is a falſe God, as it ſignifies a - 
material Image made to repreſent ſome God, as a viſible object 
of worſhip, to receive the worſhip of that God whoſe name 
it bears, in his place and ſtead. 

To the fame purpoſe the Scr ipfure charges theſe Image-wor- 
Py wich changing the Glory of God irito the likeneſs and 
finilitude of thoſe creatures whereby they repreſented him. 
The I/raelites made the Image of a Golden Calf, as the ſym- 
dolical repreſentation and. prefence of the Lord Jeboyah ; and 
the Pſalmiſt tefls us, that by \o doing, they changed their glory 
(5! e. the Lord Tehovah, who was the glory of I/rael ) into the 
fim:litude of an Ox which eateth graſs. Which neceli] Jarily ſup- 
poſes, that they intended to repreſent the Lord f<buwab in the 
Image of the Calf ;, not that they thought their God to be like 
the Calf, bur as they made #. vicarious and viſible God of ig, 
nd worſhipped | itin the name of the Lord Febowgh. -Thus St. 
Pay! deſerves the War of the Heathens, That they changed 
Ir he elory of the mer? pr 7 le Geds into an 1mafe made like to cor- 
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ruptible man, and fonr- footed beaſts, and creeping things. But of 
this more preſently 3 this is ſufficient to ſhow, what the Scrip- 
cure notion of: NNPES: -worſhip, 18; and | in what ſenſe it con- 
denns it. 

zdly. Let us now confider wherein the evil of this tas 
worſhip confilts, which will greatly contribute to the right un- 
der{tanding of this whole diſpute. Now the account of it in 


general is very ſhort and plain, That the evil of image-worſhip, 


when we worſhip the true God by an Image, dv»es not fo much 
conſiſt in the kinds, or degrees, or object of worſhip, as in 
repreſentation ; and if this prove the true account of it, as [ 
beheve | it will appear to be to all conſidering men, before | have 
done, it will quite alter the ſtate of this controverſie, and put 
M. de Meaux, and the Repreſenter, to find out ſome new Expoſi- 
tions and Repreſentations of their Image worſhip. 

. That the evil of Image worſhip when men worſhip the 
ers God by an Image, does not principally confiſt in the kinds, 
or degrees, or object of worſhip. Such men indeed are ſaid in 
Scripture to worſhip Images, and Idols, and Molten Gods, and 
that their Idols are filver and gold, wood and ſtone; for when 
they worſhip God by an Image, they muſt worſhip the Image, 
or elſe they cannot worſhip God im it, tho* they worſhip the 
Image not for it ſelf, but for the Prototype, as the Council of 
Trent determines, which is more properly worſhipping God or 
Chriſt t or before his Image, as M. de Meaux expounds it, than 
worſhipping the Image; and they are ſaid to worſhip Images 
rather with reſpeC to the manner than to the object of worſhip, 
as you ſhall hear more preſently. The Church of Rcwe indeed, 


as her doctrine and practice is expounded by her moſt famed: 


Divines, may juſtly be charged with worſhipping Images in the 
grolleſt ſenſe; as that ſignifies giving Religious worſhip to the 


material i image of wood and ſtone 5 which is ſtritly to worſhip | 


ſtocks and ſtones as Gods. This charge may be eafily made 
goot againſt all thoſe who teach thas the Image is to be þro- 
perly worſhipped, and that either a relative /atria, or ſome 
proper inferior worſhip 1s to be terminated on the Image as its 


material object ; and yet moſt of the Rowan Dofttors attribute 


one or t'other to the Image, as diſtinct from that worſhip they 
give to the Prototype; and diſpute yery learnedly, that this Þ 
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the Doctrine ' both of the ſecond Council of Nice, and of the 
Council of Trent, That a proper worſhip muſt be given to the 
Image, diſtinct from that worſhip which is given to the Proto- 
type; but they cannot yet agree, whether it be a relative im- 
proper analogical /atria, which muſt be given to the Image of 
Chriſt, or only 4/;a, or an inferiour degree of Religious wor- 
ſhip. ON = 
This has hitherto been the chief ſeat of the Controverſy be- 
tween Proteſtants and Papiſts about Image-worſhip ; and M. de 
Meaux ſeems very ſenſible, 'That attributing a proper worſki 
to Images, ſo as toterminate iton them, gives too juſt occaſion 
for the charge of Idolatry, and puts them to hard ſhifts to vin- 
dicate themſelves from it; and therefore he owns no worſhip 
due to the Image for it ſelf, but only as it repreſents the Proto- 
type, Which therefore is not ſo properly the worſhip of the 
Image, as of the Prototype by the Image; and here l perfectly 
agree with him, That the true notion of Image-worſhip is nar 
to worſhip the Image at all, conſidered in it {elf, as a material 
figure of wood and ſtone, but only to worſhip God or Chriſt 


in the Image. And therefore I ſhall ſer aſide this diſpute, in 


what ſenſe, or how far a Pap;f# may be charged with worſhip- 
ping the material Image, which has occaſioned eterna! wrang- 
lings, and yet does not property belong to the controverſy of 
Image-worſhip. 'To worſhip a material Image, is to give the 
worſhipof God to creatures, to wood and ſtone; but Image- 
worſhip is in its ſtrict notion, not giving Divine worſhip to Ima- 
ges, but worſhipping God in and by the Image which repre- 
ſents him, which in Scripture- is called worſhipping Images : 
And therefore tho' we ſhould grant, that M. de Meaux his ex- 
poſition avoids the firſt charge of givirg Religious worſhip to 
Wood and ſtone, becauſe he denies that they properly worſhip 
the Image, but only the Prototype in the Image ; yet the 
whole guilt of Image-worſhip, as that ſignifies the worſhip of 
God: by Images,. not the worſhip of the material Image, is 
chargeable upon him ſtil}, that is, the worſhip of the Prototype 
by the Image, which is all that is forbid in the ſecond Com- 

mandment. | 
This, it may be, will be thought a giving up the Cauſe, to 
grant, that the Church of _— may worſhip God or ag 
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by Tmages, and yet not be chargeable. with 'worfbipping the 
Images themſelves,or the material figures of Wood or Stone;and 
therefore it will be neceſſary ro ſhew, that the true Notion of 
Idolatry or Image-worſhip is got giving Religious worſhip to the 


Images themſelves, but worſhipping God by Images, and what 
the difference between theſe T'wo 1s. | | 

1. And the firſt thing I ſhall] obſerve to this purpoſe, is the 
difference berween the Firſt and Second Commandment which 


all Protefants own and defend againſt the Church cf Rome, 


which makes: the Second Commandment only a Branch and 
Appendix of the Firft. Now the Firſt Commandment forbids. 


all falſe objects of worſhip, the worſhip of all creatures and ficti- 
tious Deities, and therefore the worſhip of all Beings beſides 
God, Whether rational, animate or wmanimate, is a breach of 
the Firſt Conumandment, and muſt be reduced to it; and con- 
fequently the Second Commandment which forbids the worſhip 
of Images , cannot forbid them as falſe Objetts, ( for all ſuch 
are forbid in the, firſt Commandment ) bur as a falſe and cor- 
rupt way of worſhip ; and therefore lmage-worſhip as it is fcr- 
bid in the Second Commandment, cannot ſignifte-worſhipping 
the Image it (elf, as diftingnifhed from the Prototype, for that 
would make ir a falſe object of worſhip againſt the firit Com- 
mandment; but only a falte and ſuperſtitious way of Tepreſent- 


_ ting and worſhipping God by an Image: 


2ly. And therefore | obſerve, thatan Image does notalter the 
objztof worſhip, which yet it muſt neceſſ!rily do, if it were 
Eflential co the Notion of Image worfhip to worſhip the Image 
it ſelf, wh ch would make the [mage a new object of worſhip. 
Now it is plain, that men who do not diſpute themſelves into 
endleſs (ubtilties and diſtinctions, mtend no more in the worſhip 
of Images, than to worſhip that God whoſe Image it is, and 
therefore the object of worſhip is the ſame with or without an 
Image. They who worfhip the True God with an Image, and 
they who worſhip him without an Image, worſhip the ſame God 
thongh ina different manner ; and befides what judgment men 
make of their own actions, and what they intend to do, the 
Scripture it ſelf acknowledges this. When the Iſraelites made 4 
golden Calf, Aaron proclaims a Feait tothe Lord Jehovah, which 


. proves thar they intended. to woi ſhip the ſame God {till in the 


golden 
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golden Calf, which they did before without it.” "Thus the 'T'wo 
Calves which Feroboarm ſet up, were made irf imitation of the 
golden Calf, and for Symbolical repreſentations of the God of 
Iſrael, who was worſhipped by trem ; For it is plain that Fero- 
hoam did- not intend to change their God, but only to prevent 
their going up to feru/alem to worſhip God there ; and there- 
fore he tells them, I: z tro much for you to go up to Jeruſalerh, be- | Ring 
hold thy Gods, O Iſrael, which brought rhee up cut of the Land of 
e/Epypt ; thatis,the Lord Jehovah. Now we may obſerve, that 
God Final, though he was grievouſly offended with the Sin of 


Feroboam, yet be makes a great difterence between the Sin of , Kinz. ” 


Terobcam and the Sin- of Ahab, who introduced the worſhip of 31, 32: 


| Baal a falſe God, whereas Ferobram retained the worſhip of the 
true God, though he worſhipped him'in a. falſe and Idolatrons' 
manner. If the Calves of Dan and Bethel had been falſe Gods, 
as Baa was,the Sin had been equally provoking ; but the worſhip 
of the Calves did not change their GoJ, as the worfhip of Baal 
did. ; and therefore” Elijah diſtinguiſhes the: 1/raelrres into the: 
worſhippers of God and of Baal. How long hglt ye between Two 
Opinicns ? if the Lord be God foll,-w him ; but if Baal,then follow him, 9, _ 
and yet moſt of thoſe who are ſaid to be worſhippers of God, 
did worſhip Gnd at the Calves of Dan and Bethe/, which was - 
 theeſtabliſhed.Religion of the Kingdom. And thus-Febu, tho? 

| hedeparted not from the Sin of Feroboam, the golden Calves 2 Kino 
m Dan and Bethel, yet he calls his Zeal in deſtroying Baal out 15, - 
of Ira), his Zeal for the Lord Jehovah. . 

Now if the worſhip of an Image do not change the object of 
our worſhip, neither in the intention of, the worſhipper, nor in 
the account of Scripture, as | have.now proved, it-evidently 
follows, that the Image is not worſhipped as an object, but-asa 
Medium of worſhip; it receives no worſhip for it ſelf, but only. 
for God whom it repreſents. And that which is ſo offenſive to 
God in it, is not thar they ſet up any: Rival and Oppoſite gods 
againſt him, but that they worſhip him in a reproachful and }. . 
diſhonourable manner, which makes him abhor and reject the 
worſhip; and becauſe he will not receive this worſhip himſelf, he 
calls it worſhipping Idols and graven I[mages, and molten gods, 
that is, vicarious and repreſentative gods, Which though they re- 
ceive the worſhip in God's Name, yet. are an infinite reproach 
V5 0: 
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to'his Majeſtyby that vile and contemptible Repreſentatiomthey 
make him. This iFthe ſtrict Notion of Idolatry, not the'giving 
the worſhip of God to Creatures , which is the Breach of the 
Firſt Commandment in making new Gods, but the worſhip of 
God by an Image, which makes ſuch Images Gods vy- Repre- 
ſentation, but not the objects, bur only the Medium of worſhip, 
ard therefore though we ſhould grant M. de Meaux that he 
does not worſhip Images, but only Chriſt and the Saints in or 
before their Images, this does not excuſe -him from Idolatry, 
which does not ſignifie worſhipping an Image in a ſtriCt ſence; 
but only worſhipping God inan Image, Which terminates all the 
worſhip not on thE Image but on God. | 

[y. Let us now conſider wherein the Evil of this Idolatry or 
Imjage-worſhip does conſiſt ; and that I faid was in Repreſenta- 
tion; Which 1 ſhall briefly explain in theſe particulars. 1. That 
itis an infinite reproach to the Divine Nature and PerfeQions, to 
be repreſented by an Image: To whom will ye likes God ? Or 
hat likeneſs 2ill ye compare to him? The workman melteth a gra- 
ven Image » and thg Goldſmith ſpreageth it over with Gold, and 
caſteth Silver Chains. He that 1s ſo impoveriſhed that he hath no 
Oblation , chuſeth a Tree that will not rot : he ſeekeith unto him a 
cunning Workman to prepare a graven Image that gſhall not be 
moved. Hawe ye not known? Have ye not heard * Hath"it not 
been told you from tbe beginning * Have ye not underſtood from the 
Foundations of the Earth It zs he that ſitteth upon the Circle of the 
Earth, and the Inhabitants thereof are as Graſhoppers ; that ſtretch- 
cheth out the Heawens as a Curtain, and ſpreadeth them out as 4 
Tent to dwell in. How incongruous and abſurd isit, to make a 
Picture or Image of that God who is inviſible? to repreſent a 
pure Mind by Matter, dull fenſleſs Matter ! to give the ſhape 
and figure ofa Man, or ſome viler Creature, to that God who 
has none ! To make an Image for the Maker of the World, and 
to bring that Infinite Being to the candings and dimenſions of a 
Man, who fills Heaven and Earth with his preſence ! 1f it be 
the Glory of God to be what heis, a pure, infinite, eternal, in- 
viſible Mind ! it is a contradiction and diſhonour to him to be 
repreſented by a material viſible Image like to ſome of his owa 
Creatures , but inferior to the meaneſt living Creatures, be- 
cauſe without Life and Senſe : 'Thus St, Paul argues, As 17.29. 
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'Foraſmuch- then as we are the off- ſpring of God, we cupht not to 
think that the Godheady is like unto Gold or Silver, or Stone pra- 
wen by art, and mans device, If we think God to be like tofuch: 
Images, we know nothing of him; and if we make ſuch Images 
as we know are not like to God, nay a reproach to his Nature 
and Perfetions, we wilfuily affront him. And tho Chriſt 
converſed in this World in human Nature, which is repreſen- 
rable by ag Image, yet.an Image is nota proper Repreſentation 
of Chriſt, as. the object of Worſhip, becaule ir cannot repre- 
ſent the Divine Nature, which ts the Reaſon and Foundation of 
Worſhip. And as for Satnts, they ought not to be worſhipped 
at all, and therefore not worſhipped by lmages: And indeed, 
that very Law Which forbids the worſhip of Images without 
any Exception, and yet upon ſuch Reaſons as are peculiar to 
the infinite Nature of God, are a plain Argument to me, that 
no Being which is repreſentable by human Art, is an Object of 
Worſhip. Y 
'#>- To ſet up an Image in the place of God, has a great ap- 
pearance and ſuſpicion of worſhipping a material and viſible 
God, of giving Divine Honours to Gold and Silver , and the 
Work of mens hands; for tho men pretend to Worſhip God in 
the Image, yet how does the Image come to be worſhipped 
for God ? What likeneſs? What Relationis there between them ? 
How eaſily mayjmen flip into the worſhip of Images themſelves, 
and forſake God,or never mind him,for the ſake of a fine Piture, 
or ſome beautiful or wonder-working Image ? for tho there is a 
great deal of difference between worſhipping God by an Im- 
age, and worſhipping the Image it ſelf,. yet to atl appearance 
they are ſo like one another, and there is ſoeaſie a paſlage from 
one to the other, that Gods diſpleaſure againſt this Sin is ex- 
preſſed in Scripture by Jealouſie; a Paſſion which expreſſes both 
Suſpicion and Caution; while they profeſs to Worſhip God by 
'their [mages, they do net change their God, but yet their wor- 
ſhipping a viſible Image , looks very like it, and is an eaſe In- 
troduction to it; Thus m the ſecand Commandment, the Rea- 
fon with which God inforces his Prohibition againit worſhipping 
Images is,For I the Lord thy God, am a Fealous God. Thus Pial.78. 
58. for they provoked bim to anger with their bigh places, and mo- 
wed him to jealonſie with their graven Jmages.And therefore he ex- 
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preſſes himſelf with ſome Paſſion and Concernment in this mat- 
'ter. I am the Lora, that is my Name, #24 my Glory will I not 


ive to another , neither my Praiſe to Graven Imapes , Iſa. 41.8, 
"The Church is cafled Gods Spouſe, and the worſhip of falt 


| gods iscalled Whoredom and Adultery, going after other gods; 


and the worſhip of the true God by Images, tho it be nor 
Whoredom, yet 1t is ſuch ackind of ſpiritual Wantonneſs and 
Incontinency, as excites his Jealouſie. - —  s# | 

2. Eſpecially when we-conſider, that the Worſhip of Images 
does naturally expoſe us tothe Cheats.and Impoſtures of wicked 
Spirits; for this reaſon T obſerved before, God forbids the Wor- 
ſhip of any other Inviſible Being but himſelf ; for if men were 
allowed to Worſhip inferior Spirits, bad $pirics who inhabit 


theſe lower Regions, would ſoon have the greateſt ſhare of their 


Worſhip; and thus it is with Images, which are ſuch an cttence 
and diſhonour to God, that we cannot exxe& thar he will ever 
ſhow himſeif preſent in them, or guard them from the poſleſſion 
of evil Spirits. It is evident that in theHeathen World. evil Þi- 
rits poſſeſſed their Images, and abuſed Mankind with their lying 


- Wonders, and lying Oracles; and I have ſome reaſon'to believe, 


chatif any Miracles are wrought flill at Images, they are not 
by good Spirits, becauſe Images are an Abomination to God ; 
and therefore, Rom. 1. St. Paul attributes the general corruption 


of mens lives ard manners to the Worſhip of Images; Hy 


changed the plory-of the incorruptible God into an image made like 
to corruptible man, and to birds and fourfocted beaſts, ana creeping 
things; wherefore Gud gave them up to uncleaunefs — for this co 
God gave them up 1s wile affeftions— and even as they did not like 


fo retain God in their know/edg, God gave them over to a reprebate 


mind to do theſe things which are not convenient. The meaningot 
which is,” That God gave them over ro the deluſions of wicked 
Syirits, who lurked in-their Images, and firſt'corropred their Re- 
ligion, and then their” Lives by impufe and' batbarous Rites.of 
Worſhip. 


4. If there were no othef hurt in Image-worſhip, yet it de-. 
' baſes human Nature to fall down before a'ſenſlefs Image : As It 


is a difhonour to'God to Ve worſhipped by an Image, tho, the 
Worſhipbe intended for himſelf, and not for the Image, becaule 


ir makes ſo meanandvilea Reprelentation'vf him ; ſo it is a're- 


proach 
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proach to a man, who is a reaſonable Creature, and thade after 
the Image of God, to fall down before Stocks and Stones, with 
all external Submiſſions and Adorations, tho he intends not to 
worſhip the material Image, but God by it; becauſe the viſible 
Object before which we pay our Worſhip is ſo much below the 
honour and dignity of human Nature, itis a reproach to the 
underſtanding of a man to think that a material Imape is a de- 
_ cent Repreſentation of God, and a fit medium of Worſhip ; 
| and he muſt have a mean and beggarly Spirit, who can be con- 
rented to bow down before it: "Thus Arnobins aggravates the 
madnels of this : Supplicare tremebundum faitatze abs te rei ; Arnob. 1. 6. 
To fall down trembling, and to ſupplicate that which thou thy ſelf 
haſt made. And a greater than Arnobzus tells us, They that make 
them, are like anto them, ſo is every one who putteth their truſt in 
them. © / Pſal. 135. 18. 
- 5ly. The Worſhip of God by Images is contrary not only to 
the Law of Moſes,but to the reaſon of Mankind;it gratifies indeed 
a fleſhly and ſenſual 'Mind to have a viſible Obje& of Worſhip, 
but God is the only natural, Obje@ of Worſhip ; and reaſon tells 
tis, that God is Inviſible ; and Reaſon will tell us, that it is con- 
trary to the Nature of an inviſible Being, to be worſhipped un- 
der a viſible Repreſentation; it is not only a Reptoach to the 
Divine Nature, but an abſurd and unreafonable Worſhip. For 
what conſidering man can think it reaſonable to worſhip a vifible 
Image inſtead of an inviſible God ? Reaſon can never juſtifie 
a worſhip fo contradictory to the Divine Nature, -and therefore 
Reaſon can never teach men to Worſhip an Image. For what 
is it they intend by worſhipping Images? Have they a mind 
to ſee the God they Worſhip? But how unreaſonable is this, 
when they knaw he is Inviſible, arid would not be a God if he 
could -be ſeen? And how abſurd 'is it to Reprefent him by an 
Image, when they know they can make no Image like him? 
No worſhip can be natural, whiclf contradidts the nature of 
that Being Whom we Worſhip; and if it be not natural, it muſt 
be inſtituted Worſhip ; and chen, tho it were forbid by no Law, 
it muſt be commanded by ſome Law ro make it reaſonable, at 
feaſt if it be poſſible thar a Law conld make rhat an act of 
Honour and Worſhip, Which is a Diſhonour to the Divine Per- 
tectious. 
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6ly. It is more eſpecially contrary to the nature of the Chrj. 
ſtian worſhip; which.teaches us to form a mpre ſpiritual Idea 
of God,and to worſhip him in Spiritand in Truth; in oppoſition 
not only to all ſenſible Repreſentations, but to all ſymbolica] 
Preſences. There are two things principally, for which Images 
are intended, to be viſible Repreſentations, and a viſible Pre. 
ſence of the Deity . The firit of theſes ſo great 8 Reproach ta. 
the Divine Nature, that it was forbid by the Law of Moſes, 
which was at beſt a leſs perfet Diſpenſation, as being accom- 
modated to the carnal State of that People ; but as to the ſecond, 
God .bimſelf gratified them in it, for he dwelr among them in 
the Tabernacle, and-afterwards in the Temple of Feraſalem, 
where he placed the Symbols of bis Preſence. | But now when 
the Woman of Samearie asked our Saviour alour the place of 
Worſhip, whether it was the Temple at Feruſalem, or Samaria : 


Joh. 4.21, 22, He anſwers, The hour. cometh when. ye ſhall-nenther in this moun- 


tain, nor yet at Jeruſalem 2vorflnp.the Father. But the true wore 
ſhippers ſhall worſhip -4he Father in Spirit and in Truth, fer the 
Father ſeeketh ſuch ro wjorſhip him. God-us @ Spirit, and they that 
worſhip him, muſt; worſhip him in Spirit. and in Truth. Where 
Chriſt oppoſes worſhipping in Spirit and in Truth, to worſhip- 
ping in the Temple, not as.a Temple ſignifies a place ſeParated 
tor Religious Worſhip , which is a.neceſlary Circumitance of 
Worſhip in all. Religions; but as it ſignifies a Symbolical Pre, 
ſence, a Figure of Gods Reſidence and Dwelling -among them, | 
in which ſenſe the Primitive. Chriſtians denied. that they had 
any Temples. . For God dwelling in human Nature, .is the only 
Divine Preſence under the Goſhel, of which the Temple was but 
a Type. and Figure. Now. if the ſpiritual Worfhup of the Go- 
{pel does ſo, withdraw us from ſenſe, as not toadmit of a Sym- 
bolical Preſence, much. leſs certainly*does it admit.of Images, 
to repreſent God preſent to.us, which is ſo groſs and carnal, that 
God forbad.it under the Legal Diſpenſation. We.muit conſider 
God as an infinite Mind, preſent in all places to hear our Pray- 
es, and receive.our Worſhip, and muſt raiſe.our hearts to 
Heaven, Whither Chriſt who is the only vifible Preſence of Godis 
aſcended, and rot ſeek for him in carved Wood. or Stone, or a 
Curious piece of Painting, . ns 
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*tÞly.' But ſince M. de Meauzx, and the Repreſenter think” it 


{yufficient 'to juſtifie the worſhip of Images, that they are of 
great uſe to repreſent the object of our worſhip to us, and to 
aftect us with ſuitable paſſions; it will be needful briefly to con- 
ſider this matter. For I confeſs I cannot ſee how a material 
and viſible Image ſhould- form a true Idea in us of an inviſible 
Spirit ; 1t 1s apt to corrupt mens notions of God and Religion, 
and to abate our juſt reverence, by repreſgnting the object of 
our worſhip under fo contemptible an appearance. - An Image 
cannot tell us what God is ; if we are otherw#e inſtructed in 
the nature of God, we know that an image is notlike him, but 
a reproach to the Divine perfeCtions; if we are not better in- 
ſtracted, we ſhall think our God like his image, which will 
make us very underſtanding Chriſtians. : 

But the Repreſenter has drawn this Argument out at large, 
and therefore we muſt conſider what he ſaysof ir. That Pi- 
tures and Images ſerve to, 1. Preſerve in his mind the memory 
of the things repreſented by them, ag people are wont to preſerve 
te memory of their deceaſed Friends by keeping their PiFures. But 
] beſeech you, the memory of what does a Picture preſerve ? 
Of nothing that I know of, but the external lineaments and 
features of the face or body; and therefore the Images and 
Pictures of God and the Holy Trinity ( which yet are allow- 
ed in the Church of Rowe ) cannot ſerve this end, unleſs they 
will ſay, that God has an external ſhape as Man has. And 
ſuppoſe we had the exact Pictures of Chriſt and the Virgin 
Mary, the Apoſtles and other Saints and Martyrs, 'this might 
gratify our curioſity, butof whatuſe is it inthe Chriſtian Reli- 
gion ? To remember Chriſt, is not to remember his face, which 
we never ſaw, but to remember his Doctrine and his Life; to 
call to mind his great Love in dying for us ; to remember him 
not: as a Man, but as a God incarnate, as our Mediator and 
Advocate,. as our Lord and Judge; and therefore the Goſpels 
which contain the Hiſtory of his Life, are a much better Pt- 
Aure of Chriſt, than any drawn by the moſt curious Pencil ; 
and [ doubt, the Chriſtian Religion will not gain much by taking 


the Goſpels out of peoples hands, and giving them a Pifture 
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Yes, ſaies our Author, 2. He is taught to ufe them by caſting 
by eye upon the Piftures or Imagei, and thence 10 raiſe his heart to 
the Prototypes, and there to imploy it in Meditation, Love, Thankf- 

iving.' Imitation, &C. as the objeFF requires. But he is a very 
orry Chriſtian, who never thinks of Chriſt, but when he ſees 
his Picture. And how can the fight of a Piture raiſe our 
hearts to the Love of Chrift ? 'Fhe ſight indeed of a lovely 
Picture may exciteg ſenſible paſſion, but not a Divine love; 
The fight of his Pifture can only putus in mind, that there was 
ſich a perſon as Chriſt in the world; but 1} we would affect 
our hearts with. his: love and' praiſe, we muſt not gaze on his 
Face, Which is all that a Picture can ſhow us, if*it conld do 
that z but meditate on. what he has done and ſuffered for ys, 
which may be done better without a Picture, than with it. If 
they want ſomething to put them in mind, that there is ſuch a 
perſon as Chriſt, which is all that his Pture can do, the name 
of Chriſt written vpon the Church-Walls would be more 
innocent, and altogether as effectual to this end, 

But Pictures are very inſtructive, as that of a Deaths-head, 
and Old Time painted with his Fore«lock, Hour glaſs, and Sythe: 
and do inform the mind at one glance, of "what im reading requires: 
a Chapter, and ſometimes a Volume : Which is fo far from being 
rrue, that a Pifture 'informs a Man of nothing, but what he 
was informed of before. The Picture of a Crucifix may put 
a man in Mind of what he has heard or read.of Chriſts dying 
upon - the Croſs; but if he know nothing of the: Hiſtory of 
Chriſts Sufferings, the bare ſeeing a Crucifix can teach him 
nothing. Children may be taught by Pictures, which make a 
more ſtrong impreſſion on their fancies than Words; but a 
Picture cannot teach; and at beſt this is but a very childiſh way 
of learning. | | | 

3. But devout Pictures are of great uſe in Prayer, the fight 
of which cures diſtractions, and recalls his wandering thoughts 
to the right objetf, and as certamly brings ſome good things mmto his 
mind, as an immodeſt Picture diſturbs his heart with naughtineſs. 
But can men read their Prayers, as well as learn the Articles of 
their Creed, in a Picture too? For even good thoughts are a | 
diſtraction in Prayers, when they call us off from attending to 
what we ask of God; and it is to be feared then, that Pictures 
| . them - 
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themfelves'may diftract us, unleſs we are fure they wif! ſug-. 


geſt no-thovghts to us at ſuch a time, but what are in our 
Prayers; the Church of Rowe indeed teaching her Children 
ſuch Prayers as they do not underſtand, and therefore cannot 
imploy their thoughts, may make Pictures very neceſſary to 
entertain them ; but if our thovghtsand our words ought to go 
together, as it muſt be if the Devotion of Prayers conſiſts in 
praying devontly, an Image which cannot ſpeak, anda Prayer 
_ which is not underſtood are like ro make Men equally devour ; 
ſhould Men when they look upon a Crucifix, run over in theif 
Minds all the Hiſtory of our Saviours Sutterings ! ſhould the 
ſight of our Saviour hanging on the Croſs affect us with ſome 
ſoft and tender Paſſions at the remembrance of him ! (which it 


is certain the daily and familiar uſe of ſuch Pictures cannot do) - 


yet what is this to Prayer ? Snch ſenſible Paſſions as the ſigh 
of a Picture can raiſe in us, are of little or no account in Re- 
ligion; true devout 4Aff&tions muſt ſpring from an inward 
Vical Senſe, which the Picture cannot give to thoſe who want it, 
and is of no uſe to thoſe who haveir. 

Thus 1 have,as briefly as the Subject would permit,examined 
the Doctrine of Praying to Saints, and Worſhipping Images 
according to the Expofition of the Biſhop of Condom, to whom 
our Author appeals in theſe Points, and this | hope will fatisfie 
him, what we think both of the Biſhops Authority and his Ex- 
poſition, and how little we like.Popery in its belt dreſs. And now 
t:1s time toreturn to our Proteſter, 

- And 1 hope by this time he ſees that there is ſomething more 
_ needful to clear the Matters in Controverſie between us, than 
barely M. de Meanx his Authority; and therefore he reſolving 
mt ro look beyond the Expoſition delivered by this Prelate, 1 might 
here very fairly take my leavebf him; but I cannot do this, tho? 
he be a perfect Stranger to me, without diſmiſſing him civilly 
with a Complement or two more. 

. 1, Then as to the Invocation of Saints, he obſerves that 
| deny the Biſhop has limited it only to their Prayers, 
Which Iown is a miſtake; and this is ſuch a Complement 
as muſt never be expected from a Doctor of the infallible 
Church, for he had occaſion enough for it, had he had a Heart 
to do itz but I hope I have abundantly made amends for this 

Fra now 
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-nOw by a fair and particular Examination of the Biſhops Fxpo: 
fition as ©o that Point ; and indeed M. de Meanx himfelf gave 


the occafion for this, by not owning it in its due place, when he 


expounded the Decree of the Council, whith reaches them to 


fly to the aid and aſtiſtance of the Saints as. well as to their 
Prayers, but ſhuffiing it 1nto the midd:e of a ſentence at ſome 
diſtance, where no Man would expect ic : When Expoſitors 
dodge at this rate, they may thank themſelves if they are mi- 
ſtaken. ©, 

2dly and 2dly, He takes Sanftuary again in the Biſhops Au- 
thority to-Juſtifie his renouncing rhe Popes *perſonal TInfallibility, 
and. the depc/ing Dotrine, as no Articles of Faith : But tho' the 
Piſhop indeed do wave ſome things, as he ſays, which are diſputed 
of in the Schools , as no Articles of Faith, yet he does not ſay 
whatthey are, much leſs name the Popes perſcnal Infallibility, 
and the depoſing power; and one wouldthink he could not mean 


rhe depofing power, which is determined by General Councils, 


and therefore muſt be an Article of Faith. The Truth is, the 
Biſhop has here plaid a very cunning Game, and men may 
make what they pleaſe of his words, as their intereſt or incli- 
nation leads them; if Proteſtanrs objett the Dofrine of the 
Popes infallibility and Depoſing power, he can eaſily tell them 
char theſe are School-diſputes, and not Articles of Faith ; if the 
Pope or Roman Do:tors quarrel at it, he has then ſaid nothing 
in diſparagement of the Popes infallibility and Depoſing power, 
but has taught that Fundamental Principle on which theſe Do: 
ctrines depend, as in Truth he has, when he makes the Primacy 


F032 Y1t5ON- P* of Peter, the Cement cf Unity, and gives this Primacy to the 


Biſhops of Rome, as Succeſſors of the Prince of the poſtles, to 

whom for this canſe weowe that Obedience and Subm ſim wich 

the holy Conncils and Fathers have always taught the Faithful; 
chough they have nor ſaid one word till of late of any ſuch obe- 

dience and ſubmiſſion due to them ; eſpecially when we conli- 

der what he means by the Primacy of the Pope, that heis 4 

Head eſtabliſhed by God” to conduet his whole Flock in has paths ; 

which gives him a Supremacy over Biſhops and Secular Princes; 

and how naturally this infers infallibility, and a power of de- 

poſing Heretical-Princes, every one ſees, and we have reaſon to 

believe the Biſhop expqunded . his DoGtrine.to this Orthodox. 
| a dw 5 SEnce 
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( 119): 
Sence in his Letters to the Pope, from the Popes Teſtimonial, - 
that bus Letters ſhewed hzs ſubmiſſion and reſpec to the Apoſtolick 
—_— | 
As for the Popes perſonal infallibility, our Anthor in his Re- 
flections(p 8.) denies it to be an Article of Faith, becauſe it is not 
Poſitively determined by any General Council; inmy reply (p.47-) 
{ to!d him this 1s no proof, that it 18not an Article of Faith, be- 
canſe the infallibility of the Church it ſelf, which they all grane 
tobe an Article of Faith, was never poſitively determined by 
any General Counci); and therefcre ſome DoCtrines may be- 
Articles of Faith, which never. were determined by any Gene- 
ral Council; and I added, that if the Church be infallible, the- 
Pope muſt, if he be the Head of the Church ; for infallibiluy 
onght in reaſon to accompany the greateſt and moſt abſolute Power ; 
 butour Author thought fit to let fall this diſpute, and to re- 
folve all into the Biſhop of Condoms Authority. 
His Propofal which follows, I have afready anſwered without 
a ſmile, but cannot forbear ſmiltng once more to hear him com- 
plain of diſputing ; which he ſays belongs not to the Repreſenter, 
who being to repreſent and not to diſpute, is not concerned with thoſe p 20). 
zedions Arguments, The Caſe is this; In the Character of a 2 
_ Papiſt Repreſented, he had denied the depoſing Power to be an 
Article of Faith; the Anſwerer proved it was an Article of Faith, 
becauſe it was decred by General Councils; to this, in his Refle- 
tions he anſwers, that every-thing approved in General Coun- 
Cils, is not an Article of Faith, but only. DoCtrinal Points, and. 
thoſe decreed with an Anathema ; and therefore the. Depoſing 
Power not being declared. as a doctrinal point, and the decrees 
relating only to Diſcipline and Government, and not being de- 
"creed neither with an Anathema, it does not appear tobe an Ar- 
ticle of Faith: In Anſwer to this, in my Reply (p.49.) Ipro- 
poſed three Enquiries, 1. Whether nothing be an Article of - Faith, 
but what is decreed with an Anathema? 2. IWhether the depiſing 
Decree bY a dofrinal Point, or only matter of Diſcipline and Guvern- 
ment ?' 2, What Authority general Councils have in decretismorum, 
or ſuch matters as concern Diſcipline and Gevernment ? . This is the © 
diſputing he complains of, and 1 confeſs he has ſome reaſon for - 
it ; for Arguments that cannot be anſwered, how ſhort ſoever - 
they are, are very tedious; but how I conld anſwer his UTRUILens | 
Got, with=.- 
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without diſputing, or how he comes to be unconcerned to defend 
his own arguments, I cannot tell; but tho diſputing is not his 
Province, yet. in civility he will go out of -:s way with me, andin 
Civility | will keep him company. | 

1. Heconfeſſes, I prove at /arge that all definitions of Faith 
declared in General Councils are not concluded with Anathema®s, ant 
FI this he willingly agrees with 122, But this does not at all prote, 
that whatſoever 1s declared in ſuch 4 Connci, without an Anathema, 
ir an Article of Faith ; and. therefore nothing againſt us. deſerwin 
any farther anſwer. and thus n& has very prettily altered the 
ſtate of the queſtion_; he ſid the Depoſing doctrine tho appro- 
ved by General Councils, was not an Article of Faith, becauſe 
not decreed with an Anathema : nowif this argument be good, 
then nothing muſt be accounted =n Article ot Faith, but what 
is decreed with an Anathema : In oppoſition to which I proved 
that ſeveral Doctrines which they themſelves account Articles 
of Faith, have been decreed by general Councils without Ana- 
thema's ; and he grants that Ihave proved this;p and if | have, 1 
am ſure his argument is loſt, for then the depoſing DoCtrine 
may be an Artie of Faith, tho it be not confirmed with an 
Anathema : and now inſtead of proving, that no Doctrine is an 
Article of Faith which is not decreed With an Amnartheraa, he 
.complains that I have-not proved that every Doctrine which is 
decreed without an Arathema, -is an Article of Faith, which is 
nothing at all to the purpoſe: We knew not where to find the 
Articles of the Romiſh Faith, but in. the decrees of their Coun: 
ils, and finding the Popes power to depoſe heretical Princes 
there, we took it for an Article of their Faith: no, ſays the Re- 


fleer, that is a miſtake, it is no Article of Faith, becaule it 1s-, 


not decreed With an Anathema : we examine the matter, and 
find it otherwiſe; that Articles of Faith are decreed without Ana; 
theme's : yes, fays the Proteſter , this may be, but you. muſt 
prove tif] that every Doctrine which is decreed 2vithourgan Ana- 
tbema is an Article of Faith ; which is a very eaſie matter todo 
after this; for if being decreed with or Without an Anarhema, 
make no diſtinCtion as to this matter, then the Decree ir ſelf in 
do-trinal Points muſt make an. Article. of. Faith; if fome Do- 
.Arines whieh are acknowledged to be Articles of the Romſh 
Faith are decreed without 4narbema's, then it is no ar 
| | again 
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againſt any DoCtrine, being an Article of Faith, that it has nb 
 Anathema annexed to it; fo that our Author is wonderful un- 
certain what to-call an Article of Faith ; if we call the decrees 
of their Councils Articies of their Faith, No, fays he, every De- 
cree is not an Article of Faith, but only what is decreed with 
an Anathema ; if we confute this diſtinction, and prove that 
| Articles of Faith are decreed without Anathema?s, then he can 
diſtinguiſh no further ; but requires us to prove, that every 
DoQtrine decreed without an Anathema is an Article of Faith, 
that is, that the decree of their Church makes an Article of 
their Faith : And if that don't, I would deſire to know of him, 
what does. ' And had I not reaſon then to ſay, that it is wond:r- 
ful hard to know what their Faith is, when he himſelf cannot 
tell what it is that makes an Article of Faith, and their moſt 
Learned Divines ſo much differ about this matter ; ſome al- 
lowing that to be an Article of Faith, which others reject. 

2/3. The ſecond enquiry was, Whether the Depoſing decree 
be a Doctrinal point, or only matter of Diſcipline and Govern- 
ment; and in an anſwer to this told him, That a Decree what 
ſhall be done, includes a virtual Definition of that DoFrine on 
which that Decree is founded. To this he oppoſes what I ſay 
under the next head, That in the Council of the Apoſtles at Jeru- 
ſalem , there was a Decree of Manners, yet it contained no Defini- 
tou of Doctrine. Not expreſly indeed, but virtually it does, as I 
laid before. My bulinefs there, was to vindicate the Authority 
of Councils in thoſe Decrees which relate to Manners, as not 
leſs Obligatory than the Decrees of Faith; and I obſerved that 
the only Apoſtolical Council we have anaccount of in Scripture, 
viz, the Council at Teruſalem, Afs 15. was of this nature; 
for the only Decrees made in it, were to abſtain from Meats 
offered to Idols, and from Blood , and from things Strangled, 
ana from Fornication; and I obſerved, they mighe as well ob- 
ject: here, (to.;invalidate this Decree) as they do apainſt the 
Depoſing Dee,” that there is no point of Doctrine determi- 
ned in it. Ahd- how does this contradict what I before al- 
ſerted? That a Decree what ſhall be done, includes a wirtual 
Definition of that DoFrine on which that Decree is founded, 

But however he ſaies, This Decree of what was to be done, did 
mt include a virtual Definition of that Dofirine on which the De- 
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evce was founded';, for if it had , then the Doctrine of abſtaining 
from Bluod and Stravgled meats, had been an Article of Faith. 
But. whatdoes he think: of abſtaining from Fornication, and from 
Meats offered to Idols,; which are contained in the fame Decree ? 
3s not that a neceſſary Doctrine, and virtually contained in that 
Decree ? I never ſaid, That every Decree of Manners muft 
be immediately founded on an Article of Faith :. but I faid”, 
every Decree of Manners: is founded on ſome Doctrine, 
(whether it be'in a ſtrict ſenſe an Article of Faith, or not) 
and includes a virtual Definition of that Doctrice. The De. 
cree to abſtain from Fornication includes this Doctrine , that 
Fornication is unlawfal under the Goſpel; and the Decree 
for Gentile Converts to abſtain from meats offered to.[dols, ſup- 
poſes the ſame; and the Decree to abſtain from Blood, and from 
things Strangled, includes this doctrinal Definition, That it was 
unlawful for Gentz/e Chriſtians at that time to uſe their. Chriſti- 
an Liberty in thoſe matters, to the offence and ſcandal of belie- 
ving Fews. The matter in ſhort is this; Every Decree which 
commands the doing any thing, muſt contain a virtual Defini- 
tion that ſuch a thing may be lawfully done; and every De- 
cree Which forbMds the doing any thing, does withal define, that 
ſuch a thing is either abſolutely unlawful in it ſelf, or highly 
inexpedient, and therefore unlawful in ſuch Circumſtances to 


be done: this is as neceſlary as it is to command nothing but F 


what is lawful, and to forbid. nothing but what is either un- 
_ lawful,or highly inexpedient.. And therefore, when the Church of 
RomeDecrees the depoſing Heretical Princes, or the favourers 
of Hereticks : She virtnally defines, that it is lawful to depoſe 
Princes,which is a doctrinal Definition, and may in a large ſenſe 
be called an Article of Faith, as that ſignifies all Doctrinal points 
propoſed tous to be believed, as 1 obſerved in my Reply (p. 50.) | 

3- The third Enquiry was, Whether the Authority of the. | 
Church be not as ſacred in decrees of Manners, as in Articles of 
Faith ? for the proof of which, L urged the Council at Feruſa- 
lem, and ſhew'd, That rules of Diſcipline and Goverhment to diref# 
the lives and manners of men, is the only proper ſubje&. of Eccleſia- 
ſtical Authority, P. 55. And here where G ſhould have taken no-- 


tice of the Council of Feruſalem, he ſays nothing. of it, but on- 
ly ſays, (p. 32.) that I arge cut of Canus and. Bellarmine, ul 
"Re | _ General 


TOO 
General Councils cannot err even in ſuch decrees, when they relateto 
rhings neceſl.ury to ſalvation, and which concern the whole Church, 
And when 1 bave proved the Depoſing Decree to be of this nature,and 
eſteemed as ſuch by their Church, I may then delerve a farther con- 
fideration. What their Church will eſteem, if he may be the 
*Expounder of it, is nothing to the purpoſe, ' for we argue not 
from their private effceming, but from cheir publick Definitions z 
and if a General Decree for the government of the whole 
Church, concern the whole Church, and if to command a ſin 
concerns mens ſaivation, then the DNepoſing decree does; for if 
it be unlawful to depoſe Heretical Princes, it is more than a fin- 
ple ſin to doit : and it they will grant, thae General Councils 
cannot command a fin, then they muſt grant, that it is lawful 
to depoſe Heretical Princes : and I agree with him, that this 
does deſerve a farther Conſideration, and ſhall be glad to hear 
his thoughts of it. 
This Author in his RefleCtions ( p. 10. ) proves that Popes 
themſelves own, that the depoſing power is no Article of Faith, i 
letting ſo many open and poſitive Notes of the no-depoſing power, 
paſs without any cenſure of hereſie. This in my Reply (p. 57-) 1 
attribute 70 their want of power. For Princes will not be depoſed 
now, nar ſuffer thoſe to be cenſured who deny the depojing Power. This 
in his Proteſtation ( p. 32.) he ſays, Is ſpoke /ike an Oracle, but 
Y be expects ſome better argument than my bare aſſurance of what the 
Pope would do if he had power. And I thoughtI had given him 
a better argument than my bare word for it, viz. the experience 
of former Ages, what Popes did when they had power : for tho 
the infallible Chair may diſſemble a little, when circumſtances 
of affairs require it, yet ſure it is not given to change. | 
What follows about the worſhip of Saints and Images, I ſup- 
poſe has been ſufficiently anſwered already, but TI cannot but ob- 
q krvea very peaſant argument he has againſt what1 aſſert, That 
no intention <an alter the nature of ations, which are determined 
J ty a divine or human Law. Whereby 1 prove, that if they do 
ſuch things, as in the account of the Divine Law are idolatrous : 
their intention not to commit Idolatry will not excuſe them : 
This he ſays (p. 36: ) a Luaker might as reaſonably make uſe of 
for the juſtifying his yea's and his nay's, and his other points of Lua- 
#eriſm.” Forif he ſhould ſay, No intention can alter the nature of 
Whons, which are determined by a one or human law ; but Swear 
2 #9 
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wot at all, neither be ye called Maſters, and let your communication 
be yea, yea, nay, nay, are aftions or things determined by the divine 
law, therefore the intention of doing no evil.in; them, cannot excuſe 
the doing otherwiſe than is there determined, from the guilt of ſin. But 
witl our Proteſter ſay, that the Divine Lawdoes forbid all ſwear- 
ing? then I grant that the Quakers are in the right, and no, in- 
tention will juſtifie ſwearing ; but St. Fames muſt be expounded 
fo as to reconcile his words with other paſſages in Scripture, 
which allow of ſwearing ; and could he ſhow us where bowing, 
and kiſſing, and kneeling, and-praying before an Image is in any 
ſence allow'd in Scripture, then we wonld grant alſo, that the 
direction of the intention would juſtifie ſuch a uſe of theſe aCti- 
ons, as the Scripture allows : but what is abſolutely forbid to be 
done, no intention can excuſe, which is our preſent caſe_ here. 
He concludes all with two or three Requeſts, which muſt be 
briefly conſider'd.” | 

1. Tat he (the Replier) will u/e his intereſt 21th Proteſtants, 
to hold to what he ſaies they do, and charge us with nothing but what 
we expreſly profeſs to Believe and PraFice. Now I can aſſure him 
rhere is no need of ning my intereſt with Proteſtants-to do this, 
for I hope they are naturally inclined to be honeſt: but there 
are ſo many «s's among them, that poſſibly ſome Proteſtants 
may miſtake one «s for another. "Fhey practice indeed gene- 
rally much alike, but they believe differently, and they repre: 
ſent differently, and-they expound the Doftrine of their Coun- 
cils differently; and-T hope Proteſtants may without any. offence 
ſay how and wherein they differ, and I'think we cannot-be juſtly | 
charged: with miſrepreſenting, while we relate matter of Fact 
truly, what their practice is, and whattheir different ſentiments. 
and opinions are about theſe matters, .. '© 

2. That rhey (Proteſtants) pick not ' up. the. abuſes: of ſome, 
the wices ang" cruetties of. others, the odd. opinians-of particular. | 
Authors, and hola-theſe forth for the Do&rines and Prattices of our 
Church, and that in charging any. praiſes, they charge no more 
than are, concerned; Now.this. is very reaſonable, if: he ſpeaks 
of ſuch abuſes as are not. allowed and. countenanced- by the: | 
Church; andof ſuch cruelies as are not. prattiſed, encouraged, 
commended 'by the Governours of the Church, and juſtified: | 
by the Decrees and Canons of Popes. and Councils; or of _ 
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odd opinions of particular Authors, as ſteal into the world with- 
out publick authority; and are cenſured. as foon as they are 
known; but as far a# the Church gives any_ countenance and 
authority to ſuch abuſes, crueities, odd opinions, I ſee no reaſon 
why Proteſtants may not complain of theſe things, and charge 
the Church of Rome with them, and not like that Church ever 
the better, which ſuffers ſuch abuſes, and applauds ſuch cru- 
elties, as Papiſts themſelve:,who have not pur off all humanity, 
cannot but abhor. 

' 2. That as ofien as they tell, what they think of cur DefArines 
and Practiſes, they would likewiſe at the ſame time inform their 
hearers, that thoſe thoughts are, as the Replier ſaies, Opinions, 
Interpretaticns, and Cenſcquences of their owu concerning our De- 
Grine, and nat our,avowed Dottrine, But this is a very needleſs 
caution, as I obſerved before; for our people do not think, 
that the Pap;ſts themſelves belere all that 11] of their own Do- 
_ Etrines and PraCtifes which we charge them with ; and I.can- 
not (eaſily ſee, how our difputing againſt the Doftrines and 
PraRifes of the Church of Rome, and anſwering -the Argu- 
ments whereby they juſtify themſelves, ſhould betray people 
into ſuch a miſtake ; for it is-no natural! proof, that two men 
_ are of the ſame mind, becauſe they diſpute againſt one ano- 
Thus much for the Proteſter. And to conclude the whole, . I 
ſhall give my Readers a ſhort view of the whole progreſs of 
this diſpute, that they may ſee-what ſhuffting Adverſaries we 
' have to deal with. ER | 

- When the Book entituled, A Papiſt Miſrepreſented and Repre- 
ſented, was expoſed to publick view, and mightily applauded 
by thoſe of the Reman Communion, and induſtriouſly diſperſed, 
and earneſtly recommended 'to the pernfal. of Proteſtants, a 
very learned and cliaritable hand undercook to make a true 
repreſentation of -the-Doctrines and PraCtiſes of the Church: of 
Rome, which he performed wittr ſich full and plain evidence, 
that the Mifreprefenter hath not ſo much as attempted to charge 
him with any one falſe Citation, nor to'fhow in any one parti- 
cular, that he hasmiſreprefented-their DoQtrines and Practiles: 
But inſtead of this, 1n his Reflections on the Anfwers (if the Re- 
| flecter 
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flecter and Miſrepreſenter be the. ſame: perſon, as. he: owns. 
himſelf to be ) he makes freſh complaints of Proteſtants milre-. 
preſenting Papi/ts ; which if it had been tre, 1s no confutation 
of that repreſentatjon which the Anſwerer had made of Popery: 
The queſtion then was, Whether the Church of Rome believes 
and praiſes, as the Anſwerer faies ſhe does, and proves by 
unqueltionable authorities that ſhe does. But this was too 
plainly proved, to be a queſtion any longer, and therefore he 
rather choſe to debate that general queſtion about the Rules of 
Repreſenting, and how-we muſt know what is the Faith of 
the Church of Rowe, and whether the Biſhop of Condow's Ex- 
poſition have not a ſufficient authority given to it by the Pope 
and Cardinals, and Biſhops of France, and what the authority 
of private Doctors is, and the likez but has not in any one 
particular ſhown wherein the Anſwerer has miſrepreſented 
them, that the authorities he alledges are not good, that he 
has put any forced and unnatural ſenſe upon the words of their 
Council, or Catechiſm, or Doctors, ar that their Church has 
by any publick acts contradicted what he charges to be her 
Doctrine or Practiſe. This he has not done, and therefore we 
have reaſon to believe this he could not do, and this is reafon 
enough to Conclude , that the Anſwer contains a true 'Re- 
preſentation of the DoCtrines and Praftiſes of the Church of 
Rome. | | | 

I did not think ſuch Reflections .as theſe worth the notice of 
the Learned Anſwerer, and therefore undertook, to reply to 
them my ſelf, and particularly examined every thing he had. 
ſaid ; in return to this, he publiſhes another Anſiver, which be 
calls Papiſts Proteſting againſt Proteſtant Popery; and 1 thoughtit 
would come to bare proteſting atlaſt, for his Reaſon and Argu- 
ment run very low before ; this ] have now conſidered, and 1 
chink have not ſuffered any thing to.eſcape without an anſwer ; - 
but that the Reader may the better underſtand what a formi- 
dable Adverfary this is, I ſhall briefly compare the Reply with 
his Anſwer, and then leave him to judge of the ingenuity and 
honeſty of the Proteſter. 4 

In. anſwer to his freſh complaint of Miſrepreſenting, in my - 
Reply I conſidered what it is to Miſtepreſent, viz; To op ; 
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thern with ſach-DoQtrines and PraCtiſes as the Church of + Rome 
diſowns; and proved from his own Charadter of a Pap;# Miſre- 
preſented, that we are no Miſrepreſenters; for what he makes us 
charge them with believing and doing,in the Charader of a Papif 
| Miſrepreſented, that he owns and defends in the Character of a + 
Papiſt Repreſented; and the only difference in moſt Caſes be- 
tween theſe two Characters 1s this, "That in the Character of a 
Papiſt Miſrepreſented he puts in all the iff things which Proteſtants 
fay of their Faith and Worſhip, and in the Character of a Pa: 

iſt Repreſented he ſaies all the gogghthings he can of it; bur 
his I told him does not belong ro REpreſentation; but Diſpute, 
and therefore whatever guilt we charge their Doctrines and 
PraCtiſes- with, this 1s not to miſrepreſent, while we charge 
them with nothing but what is their Faith'and PraCtiſe ; to Re- 
preſent in this ſenſe, is only to report matter of fact; and he 
who reports truly, cannot miſrepreſent. If we charge them 
with any guilt, which they think they are not chargeable with, 
this becomes matter of diſpute; and it is not enough to con- 
fate ſuch a charge, to tell the World, that they do not believe 
ſo ill of their. own Doctrines and PraCtiſes as we Proteſtants do. 
By this Rule I examined the Thirty ſeven particulars of his Cha- 
yacter, and carefully diſtinguiſhed between matters of repre- 
ſentation and difpute ; ard al! this he” grants, and yet in, his 
Anſwer falls a proteſting againſt Proteſtant Popery, as if we had 
made a new Religion for theny ; whereas we only tell them- 
what the faults of their Religion is; and this he calls Proteftant 
Popery, That is, the judgement of Proteſtants concerning Po: . 
pery ; and this-he proteſts againſt, which is a much eaſier way 
than to confute-it. 

And now inſtead of defending his own Characters, wherein 
he had charged ns with miſrepreſenting Papiſfs, and which | 
had proved; and he in effect granted to be no miſrepreſen- 
tation; he ſeeks about to-find ont ſome new Proteſtant Miſre- 
preſenters, and fills up ſeveral Pages with Citations ont of the 
Manual of Fobn Archbiſhop of 7% k, Mr. Sutchff, and others. 
Now in the firſt place he onght to have fhown, that the di- 
KinCtion between matters of repreſentation and diſpute, by 
which I anſwer'd his own Characters ,. will not juſtry theie 
T: ok Miſre-- 
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Miſrepreſenters alſo, as moſt certainly it will, -and a'Hundreg 
more if he can find them, but he :ſaies not one word. of this, 
but only cites their words, and calls it miſrepreſenting. But 
beſides this, he has uſed very foul play to make Miſrepreſenters 
of them; The Archbiſhop only tranſcribes out of Popiſh Au- 
thors, and cites his authorities ; the Proteſter ſets all down as 
the Archbiſhops Words, without Jetting' his Reader know. that 
Papiſts reach theſe things, and that the Archbiſhop only repeats 
them after them. . But beſides concealing the Popiſh anthorities 
to Which they refer, he has taken another courſe with Mr. Syr- 
cliff, has ſer down only hifff ſentences, -and concealed toth the 
authorities and. the reaſons he alledges for what he ſaies, which 
is 1n_a ſtrict and proper ſenſe to miſrepreſent. Al that he 
anſwers to that diſtinction between repreſenting and diſputing, 
which he allows to be good, 1s this, That the common people 
do not diſtinguiſh theſe. matters, but look upon all ta be equal- 
ly the Faith of Pap:ts 3 T hat is, if they hear any man call the 
worſhip of Images Idolatry, they do as verily think that Papiſt 
believe ldolatry lawful (as he faies in his Character) as that they 
worſhip Images, rj/um teveats ! and thus much for Repreſenting; 

The next diſpute is about the rule of Repreſenting. In 
bis Introduction to A Papi/# Miſrepreſented, &c. he appeals ta 
the Council of Trent, and Catechiſm ad Parechos ; this the An: 

Dodrines ana (werer. likes well, but tells him, 1. That he ſhows no authority © 
PraCtiſes of be hath ta interpret that Rule ins own ſenſe, againſt the Doctrine 
the Church of ,# zany others as veal, for their Church as bimſelf, as he does 
Rome truly re- ; ,2, Popes Perſonal Infallibility, and the Depeſing Power, which 
preſented, p.6. he fo x Yo . <S . 

Ed. 2. e ſaies, are no Articles of Faith, though other zealous Papiſts 
| ſay they are, and asks hat authority he has to declare the 
Bulla Pii quar- ſence of the Councibef Trent, when the Pope. has expreſly forbidden 
ti ſuper con- all Prelates to do ity 4nd reſerved it tothe Apoſtolical See, 2. The 
Arm, Concil. Anſwerer tells him, That be leaves out, in the ſeveral particulars, 
Arid.  @n' eſſential part of the character of a Papiſt ſince the Council 
of Trent, which is, that be doth not only believe the Doctrine 
there defined , to be true , but to be neceſſary to Salvation, 
2- That he never ſets dewn. what it is, which makes any De- 
E&trine to beceme 4 png of their Church. 4. That he makes uſt 
af rhe Authority of particu{ar Divines, as delivering the. ſenſe of 
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their" Church ;, when there are ſo many-of greater Authority a-- 
gainſt them : whereas, if "we proceed by bis oyn rule, the greater 
number is to carry it. Theſe were all very material ObjeCti» 
ons, and did delerve-to be-confidered; but as for the three laſt, 
he takes no notice of them in his Refletions, and fays very lit- 
tle to the firſt. : 

The Anfiyerer had asked., . How: the Council of Trent comes 
to be the Rule' and Meaſure of Doftrine to any here (in England) 
where it was newer received? (p. 4.) : To this he:Anſiwers in his. 
Refleions., (Þ. 5.) That the Council of. Trent is received bere, 
and all the Catholick World, as to all its Definitions of Faito. 
But.I rold him-in my Reply; (p.5 1.) that the meaning of that 

eſtion. was. not, Whether it was owned by private: Catbolicks, 
but by hat publick A. of Church or State it had been received in 
England,: as it bad been in other Catholick Countries; and this he - 
ſays nothing to, and therefore might as well have let it alone at - 
ficſt | | 


| reinforced the Bull .of Pope Pizs 4th, againſt any private : 
mans- interpreting the Council according to his own private - 
Senſe; ſhewed the Reaſon and Policy .of it, and what a pre«- 
ſurpyption it is for a private man, . when their. Divines differ in . 
their. Opinions about- any Doctrine, to call ' one Opinion Po-- 
perf Repreſented, and the other-Popery Miſrepreſented, as our : 
Author .has. done -in. the Articles of the Popes perſonal In-: 
fallibility , and the Depofing Power, as if -Bellarmins and .. 
Suarez - muſt not- paſs .for - good Catholicks, but for -Mif-.. 
repreſenters , becauſe they .do. not believe -in theſe Points, 
as our Repreſenter does? And. this he takes no further. no- - 
tice of: ts 

But to prove that he has not interpreted the Council accor-' 
ding to his own private Senſe, he appeals tothe Biſhop of Cox- 


doms Expoſition, which is approved by the Pope himſelf, and Reflect v.7. - 


therefore has rhe Authority of the See Apoſtolick.. To this, I an-- 


fwered, that- Bellarmin's Controverſies had as great an. Atteſta- Reply, Pp. 44. 


; tion from Pope S:xtus 5. as the Biſhop of Condow's from this 
preſent Pope; to Which he gives no Anſwer; and I obſerved - 
fom Canus, that.the Popes private Approbation is not:the Au- - 
thority of the See Apoſtolick, but only his Judgment,” ex Carthe- 
dra; and to this he gives no _ but Shuffles a little about - 
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a private, malicious, and nconfiderate Judgment, which'I:haye 
now anſwered; and makes a new Flouriſh about the: ſeveral 
Tranſlations, and great-Approbation which has been -given 
to this Expoſition; which I have again'fſaid ſomething to, tho 
I need not have faid any thing , had I before ſeen the Preface 
to the Anſwer to the Biſhop of Condom, and I gueſs our Au- 
thor will never mention it more, and then What becomes of his 
Characters? 

| Hedenied the Pope's Perſcnal Infallibility to be an Article of Faith, 
becauſe not poſitively determined by any General Council, In anſwer 
to which I told him, that other Rowan Divines did believe it an 
Article of Faith. That the Churches Infallibility was not deter. 
mined by any General Council, no more than the Popes. Infal- 
libility, and yet was owned by them as an Article of Faith; 
that if there be any Infallibility in the Church, the Pope as the 
Supreme Paſtor, has the faireſt pretence to it. For Infallibili- 
ty ought in reaſon to accompany the greateſt and moſt abſolute 
Power; and this he has paſled over ſilently. 

Next comes the Depoſing Power, Which has as evidently been 
declared in General Councils, as Tranſubſtantiation ; and how 
comes this to be no Article of Faith? To this he anſwers, 
that it wants an Anathema, and that it is not decreed as 
a DoErinal point, but as a matter of Diſcipline and Govern: 
ment. 

 ThisI examined at large in my Reply, and he is much con- 
cerned at it, that I put him out of his Repreſenting humour 
by diſputing ; but he thought himſelf bound in Civility to 
ſay: ſomething to it, and truly he has been wonderfully 


_ Civil, as appears' from what I have already ſaid in Anſwer to 


hm: - : | | 
- The Anſwerer in his Introduction had proved the Depoſing 


© Doctrineon him, from two/ſayings of his own, That the orders 


Reil. p. 15,16, 


of the ſupreme Paſtor are tobe obeyed whether infallible or not, and 
that Popes have owwn'd the -Depoſing Dofrine, and atted according 
tozt: and others are bound to obey their Orders, and conſe- 
quently to. act: when Popes ſhall require it, according to the 
Depoſing Doctrine : To this he anſwers in his-Reflections, that 
he only made: a compariſon between Civil and Eccleſiaſtical 


Power, and therefore it is'as unjuſt from hence to infer, "That all 
. the 
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Sa. 
che Orders of the Pope muſt be obey'd, as it would be to fay, 
that Subjects muſt obey their Princes in every thing they com- 
mand, whether it be good or bad : and this I told himin my Re- 
ply, I would acknowledg to be a good anſwer, if he would prant the Reply, p. 55. 
Depoſing Doftrine to be @ (in: But this I ſuppoſe he was unwilling 
| todo, and therefore we hear no more of this matter. _ 
In the next place in his Refle&ions he finds - great fault with 
the Anſwerers way of proceeding, which I reduced to Four | 
Heads, 1. That the Anſwerer in ſome Points (owns the Do&rine IvidP- 59. 
( which he has Repreſented to be the Faith of a Roman-Catholick) 
zo be the eftabliſhed Belief of the Church of England. This I pro- 
ved not to be true, by a particular Examination of thoſe inſtan- 
ces he gave. 2. He charges the Anſwerer ith appealing from G14 
the definitions of their Councils, and ſenſe of their Church, to ſome © 
expreſſions found in old Maſs-Books, Rituals, &c. This I ſhowed 
alſo, that the Anſwerer has not done. | 
J- That he appeals from the Declarations of their Councils, and 
; ſenſe of their Church, to ſome external ation, as in caſe of reſpect 
ſhewn to Images and Saints, upon which from our external adoration 
you are willing to conclude us guilty of Idolatry, Whereas he P' &>) 
thinks we muſt not judg of theſe attions without reſpett to the in® * 30 
tention of the Church who commands them, and of the perſon who 
does them. 4. That he appeals from their Councils and ſenſe of 
their Church, to the ſentiments of their private Authors, Theſe 
Objections I anſwered at large in my Reply, but he has returned P. 67. 
not one Word to any of them, excepting the third, and how he 
has anſwered that, you have already heard. 
 Thisis the new way of anſwering Books a-14-mode of Rome ; 
but the greateſt Wits can do no more than the Cauſe will bear, 
tho a little prudence would teach meto ſay nothing in ſuch a 
Cauſe as will admit of no better a:defence. 
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